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Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 8449) to amend the act entitled
"An act to promote the safety of em-
ployees and travelers upon railroads by
limiting the hours of service of employ-
ees thereon," approved March 4, 1907,
pursuant to House Resolution 536, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with an
amendment adopted by the Committee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The question is on the

engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were-yeas 370, nays 0, not voting 61,
as follows:

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adair
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Il.
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Ayres
Baring
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif.
Bennett
Betts
Bevill
Biaggi
Blester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brock
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.

[Roll No. 213]
YEAS-370

Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burllson, Mo.
Bush
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Carter
Casey
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cohelan
Collier
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin
Cowger
Cramer
Culver
Cunningham
Daddario
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Dent
Derwinskli
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell

Donohue
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Farbstein
Feighan
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Prey
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gross

Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idah
Hansen, Was]
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
H6bert
Hechler, W. %
Heckler, Mass
HeIstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Call
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Kee
Keith
King
Kleppe
Kluczynski
Koch
Kuykendall
Kyl
Kyros
Landgrebe
Langen
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long. Md.
Lowenstein
Lujan
McCarthy
McClory
McCloskey
McClure
McCulloch
McDade
McDonald,

Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McKneally
McMillan
Macdonald,

Mass.
MacGregor

Berry
Blatnik
Brooks
Burton, Calif
Burton, Utah
Cahill
Carey
Chisholm
Clancy
Collins
Colmer
Dawson
Denney
Diggs
Edwards, Ala.
Fascell
Ford,

William D.
Foreman
Gilbert
Goldwater

lMadden Rogers, Fla.
Mahon Rooney, Pa.
Mailliard Rosenthal
Mann Roth
Marsh Roudebush
Martin Roybal
Mathias Ruppe
Matsunaga Ruth
May Ryan
Mayne St Germain
Meeds Sandman

lo Melcher Satterfield
'h. Meskill Saylor

Michel Schadeberg
Mikva Scherle
Miller, Ohio Scheuer
Mills Schneebell
Minish Schwengel
Mink Scott
Minshall · Shipley

Va. Mize Sisk
s. Mizell Skubitz

Mollohan Slack
Monagan Smith, Calif.
Montgomery Smith, Iowa
Moorhead Smith, N.Y.
Morgan Snyder
Morse Springer
Morton Staggers
Mosher Stanton
Moss Steed
Murphy, Ill. Steiger, Ariz.
Murphy, N.Y. Steiger, Wis.
Myers Stokes
Natcher Stratton

if. Nedzi Stubblefield
Nelsen Stuckey
Nix Sullivan
Obey Taft
O'Hara Talcott
Olsen Taylor
O'Neal, Ga. Thompson, Gas
O'Neill, Mass. Thompson, N.
Ottinger Thomson, Wis.
Passman Tiernan
Patman Udall
Patten Ullman
Perkins Utt
Pettis Van Deerlin
Philbin Vander Jagt
Pickle Vanik
Pike Vigorito
Poage Waggonner
Poff Waldie
Pollock Wampler
Preyer, N.C,. Watkins
Price, Ill. Watts
Price, Tex. Weicker
Pryor, Ark. Whalen
Pucinski Whalley
Purcell White
Quie Widnall
Quillen Wiggins
Randall Williams
Rartck Wold
Reid, Iii. Wyatt
Reid, N.Y. Wydler
Reifel Wylie
Reuss Wyman
Rhodes Yates
Riegle Yatron
Rivers Young
Roberts Zablocki
Robison Zion
Rodino Zwach
Rogers, Colo.

NAYS-0

NOT VOTING-61
Griffin Rooney, N.Y.
Halpern Rostenkowski
Harvey St. Onge
Holifield Sebelius
Howard Shriver
Jones, Tenn. Sikes
Karth Stafford
Kirwan Stephens
Landrum Symington
Lipscomb Teague, Calif.
Lukens Teague, Tex.
Miller, Calif. Tunney
Nichols Watson
O'Konskl Whitehurst
Pelly Whitten
Pepper Wilson, Bob
Pirnie Wilson,
Podell Charles H.
Powell Winn
Railsback Wolff
Rees Wright

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced

pairs:

J.

the following

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Lipscomb.
Mr. Gilbert with Mr. Stafford.
Mr. Griffin with Mr. Foreman.
Mr. Carey with Mr. Clancy.
Mr. Brooks with Mr. Berry.
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Harvey.
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Collins.
Mr. Whitten with Mr. Denney.
Mr. Wolff with Mr. Pirnie.
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Bob

Wilson.
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.
Mr. Fascell with Mr. Burton of Utah.
Mr. Podell with Mr. Halpern.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr.

Landrum.
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Lukens.
Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. Slkes with Mr. Pelly.
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. O'Konski
Mr. Tunney with Mr. Teague of California.
Mr. Howard with Mr. Cahill.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Railsback.
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Sebellus.

,Mr. Nichols with Mr. Shriver.
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Watson.
Mr. Wright with Mr. Winn.
Mr. Karth with Mr. Whitehurst.
Mr. Symington with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Jones of

Tennessee.
Mr. Rees with Mrs. hishoalm.
Mr. Burton of Oalifornia with Mr. Powell.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objections.

EXTENDING ASSISTANCE FOR PUB-
LIC BROADCASTING FACILITIES
AND CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC
BROADCASTING

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 526 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. RES. 526
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
7737) to amend the Communications Act of
1934 by extending the provisions thereof re-
lating to grants for construction of educa-
tional television or radio broadcasting facil-
ities and the provisions relating to support
of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed
one hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall be read
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
At the conclusion of the consideration of
the bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
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thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit. After
the passage of H.R. 7737, the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce shall be
discharged from the further consideration
of the bill S. 1242, and it shall then be in
order in the House to move to strike out
all after the enacting clause of the said
Senate bill and insert in lieu thereof the
provisions contained in H.R. 7737 as passed
by the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California (Mr. SISK) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LATTA), pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 526
provides an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
7737 to amend the Communications Act
of 1934 by extending the provisions
thereof relating to grants for construc-
tion of educational television or radio
broadcasting facilities and the provisions
relating to support of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting. After the passage
of H.R. 7737, the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce shall be
discharged from further consideration of
S. 1242 and it shall be in order to move
to strike all after the enacting clause of
the Senate bill and amend it with the
House-passed language.

H.R. 7737 would extend for 3 addi-
tional years-fiscal years 1971 to 1973-
the matching grant program for con-
struction of noncommercial educational
radio and television broadcasting facili-
ties; authorize the appropriation of $15
million for each of the 3 years for such
program; and authorize the appropria-
tion of $20 million for fiscal year 1970
for the support of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting.

The Educational Television Facilities
Act of 1962 was enacted to provide
matching grants to establish and expand
public television broadcasting stations
and authorized $32 million for the 5
fiscal years beginning with fiscal year
1963. Because of the success of the pro-
gram, the Congress enacted the Public
Broadcasting Act of 1967, which ex-
panded the educational television facili-
ties grant program to include educational
radio facilities and extended that pro-
gram for 3 more years. -

In addition, the Public Broadcasting
Act of 1967 established a private, inde-
pendent, nonprofit corporation to assist
in the development of public broadcast-
ing in the United States--the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting.

Under the public broadcasting facili-
ties grant program, the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare makes
grants to eligible applicants of up to 75
percent of the cost of acquiring and in-
stalling radio and television broadcast-
ing apparatus. Grant funds cannot be
used for the purchase, construction, or
repair of buildings or the acquisition of
lands.

During the grant program, four of
every five public television broadcasting
stations have received grants thereunder
and the number of States without public
television broadcast service has been re-
duced from 15 to three and it is estimated

that for every dollar granted by the Fed-
eral Government, State, local and private
sources have expended $11.

The Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing has served as a means for merging
Federal and private financing for public
broadcasting. To date, the Corporation
has received over $2 million in funds from
private sources, in addition to the $5
million appropriated to it by the Con-
gress for fiscal year 1969.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 526 in order that H.R.
7737 may be considered.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance
of my time.

(Mr. LATTA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man from California has pointed out the
purpose of this bill is to authorize funds
for fiscal year 1971. and each of the 2
succeeding fiscal years for the construc-
tion of noncommercial educational radio
and television broadcasting facilities, and
to authorize for only fiscal 1970 funds for
the support of the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting.

The. authorizations for the construc-
tion grants, which are on a matching
basis, are for $15,000000 for each of the
3 years beginning with fiscal 1971. Not
more than 8.5 percent of the funds
appropriated may be granted for projects
in any one State. Since the program was
established by the 87th Congress four of
every five noncommercial broadcasting
stations have received grants. Grants
have gone to 47 States, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. It is esti-
mated that for every Federal dollar ex-
pended funds from State, local, and
private sources have expended $11.

The bill aiso authorizes $20,000,000 in
Federal funds for fiscal 1970 for the con-
tinued operations of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting. Created by the
Congress in 1967, the Corporation is op-
erated by a bipartisan Board of Directors,
chaired by Mr. John W. Macy, Jr. Relying
on both public and private funding, the
Corporation, by its program of grants to
noncommercial stations and production
organizations, has sought to improve and
upgrade the quality of noncommercial
programing and also to assist stations
with an experimental system of inter-
connection, enabling each station to have
a greatly enlarged reservoir of programs
from which to choose in determining its
scheduling. Also supported by the Cor-
poration is National Educational Tele-
vision-NET-which has been able to ex-
pand its activities as a result.

The administration supports the legis-
lation. There are no minority views.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further requests
for time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I

move that the House resolve itself into

the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 7737) to amend the
Communications Act of 1934 by extend-
ing the provisions thereof relating to
grants for construction of educational
television or radio broadcasting facilities
and the provisions relating to support of
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia.

The motion was agreed to.
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 7737, with Mr.
GALLAGHER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
By unanimous consent, the first read-

ing of the bill was dispensed with.
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the

gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
STAGGERS) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. SPRINGER) will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. STAGGERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, the
bill, H.R. 7737, that the House has un-
der consideration provides for assist-
ance in the development of public broad-
casting. "Public broadcasting" is the
term which has replaced "educational
broadcasting" to describe the system of
radio and television stations which are
licensed to State and locally supported
schools and school systems, State broad-
casting agencies and commissions, and
nonprofit community corporations and
associations which engage in public
broadcasting. These stations broadcast
educational, cultural, and informational
programs without commercial advertis-
ing. As such, they provide an alterna-
tive to commercial broadcasting. How-
ever, in this connection, Mr. Chairman,
I would like to quote from the recent
report on violence in television enter-
tainment programs of the National
Commission on the Causes and Preven-
tion of Violence. That is the Commis-
sion chaired by Dr. Milton Eisenhower.
The report states:

We believe, as the Public Broadcasting
Act of 1967 states, "that it furthers the gen-
eral welfare to encourage noncommercial
educational radio and television broadcast
programming which will be responsive to
the interests of people both in particular
localities and throughout the United States,
and which will constitute an expression of
diversity and excellence," and "that it is
necessary and appropriate for the Federal
Government to complement, assist, and sup-
port a national policy that will most effec-
tively make noncommercial radio and tele-
vision service available to all the citizens of
the United States."

I would also like to point out and
emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that this leg-
islation and the program it extends is
supported by the National Association
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of Broadcasters and the major net-
works.

Specifically, the bill as amended does
three things:

First, it extends for 3 additional years,
fiscal years 1971 through 1973, the
matching grant program for construc-
tion of public radio and television broad-
casting facilities;

Second, it authorizes $15 million for
each of those 3 years; and

Third, it authorizes the appropriation
of $20 million for the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting for fiscal year 1970.

PUBLIC BROADCASTING FACILITIES GRANT
PROGRAM

The public broadcasting facilities
grant program is one of the most effec-
tive programs within the jurisdiction of
our committee. It originated with the
Educational Television Facilities Act of
1962. Under the program, grants are
made by the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare of up to 75 percent
of the cost of purchasing and installing
educational radio and television broad-
casting apparatus. In view of the 75-
percent figure, I should like to observe,
Mr. Chairman, that grant funds cannot
be used for the purchase, construction,
or repair of buildings or the acquisition
of land.

Not more than 8 /2 percent of the funds
appropriated for the program may be
used for grants in any State.

Since the program began in 1963-
Over 100 public broadcasting stations

have gone on the air bringing public
television signals to 50 million addi-
tional American viewers;

Four out of five public television broad-
cast stations have received grants under
the program;

The number of States without public
television broadcast service has been re-
duced from 15 so that today only Alaska,
Montana, and Wyoming are without that
service. I am hopeful that soon they too
will have the benefit of public broadcast-
ing stations; and

Grants under the program have been
made in 47 States, the District of Co-
lumbia, and the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico.

As introduced, the bill provided a 5-
year extension of the program with open-
end authorizations for each of those
years.

The committee has amended the bill to
provide for a 3-year extension with $15
million authorized for each year. This
is in accord with recommendations of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

THE CORPORATION FOR PBLIC BROADCASTING

As I indicated, Mr. Chairman, the bill
authorizes the appropriation of $20 mil-
lion for the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting for fiscal year 1970.

The Corp'oration was established un-
der the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967
to develop programs for use by public
broadcasting stations, to facilitate the
availability of programs, and to promote
the growth and development of public
broadcasting in the United States.

It is a private, independent, nonprofit,
and nonpartisan corporation which is
incorporated under the laws of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Because of delays in making appoint-
ments, the Corporation is just getting
underway. Last year $5 million was ap-
propriated to the Corporation and it re-
ceived over $2 million from private
sources.

With these funds, the Corporation has,
among other things--

Processed general -support grants to
practically all public broadcasting sta-
tions and the six regional networks
serving them;

Made grants of up to $50,000 to 13 sta-
tions to carry out proposals for major
new programs capable of both local and
national distribution;

Assisted with funding to keep estab-
lished quality programs on the air which
otherwise would have been dropped;

Worked out an experimental system
for interconnecting the public broad-
casting stations of the United States;

Participated in funding the Children's
Television Workshop which is develop-
ing quality television programs for chil-
dren; and

Made grants to provide training and
experience for operating and creative
personnel to staff public broadcasting
stations.

The Corporation is headed by a Board
of Directors which has won esteem on
both sides of the aisle from all who know
its'membership. Its Chairman is Frank
Pace, who was formerly Secretary of the
Army and Director of the Bureau of the
Budget. The President of the Corpora-
tion, who took office in March of this
year, is John Macy. As most Members
of the House know, Mr. Macy was Chair-
man of the U.S. Civil Service Commis-
sion in the previous administration.

Mr. Chairman, some members of the
Board of Directors of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, in addition to Mr.
Frank Pace, the Chairman, are the fol-
lowing:

Erich Leinsdorf, a former director of
the Boston Symphony Orchestra;

John D. Rockefeller m;
Joseph A. Beirne, the head of the Com-

munications Workers of America;
Oveta Culp Hobby, the former Com-

manding Officer of the WAC, and former
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare;

Jack Valenti, the head of the Motion
Picture Association;

James R. Killian, past president of
MIT; and

Frank E. Schooley, president of the
University of Illinois.

Mr. Chairman, the facilities grant
program provides the stations, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting will
provide the programs and interconnec-
tions which will give the American peo-
ple an improved system of public broad-
casting for their information and en-
lightenment. For every dollar granted
by the Federal Government to carry out
this program, it is estimated that $11
has been expended by State, local, and
private sources.

Mr. Chairman, you can not beat that
for a bargain.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Members
of the House to support this legisla-
tion with their votes.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time :as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. SPRINGER asked and -was tiven
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, since
1963, the Federal Government has been
assisting 'States, cities, tax-supported
colleges, and nonprofit corporations in
the establishment of television stations
dedicated to educational and public
broadcasting activities. Grants up to 75
percent of the cost of equipment have
been available, but it has been the re-
sponsibility of the recipients to provide
all lands and buildings.

An educational TV station is one
which does not sell advertising time or
engage in other commercial practices. It
must be supported by tax money or pub-
lic subscription and engage in what can
;be loosely termed educational program-
ing.

The Federal Communications Com-
mission allocated 656 channels for this
purpose with 101 of them in the regular
VHF range--channels 1 to 13-and the
remainder in the UHF range. To obtain
a license to operate on one of these
channels the applicants must show that
they will be used exclusively for the non-
commercial purposes required. Over 100
stations have taken advantage of this
program, and the result is that we now
have 180 noncommercial TV stations in
operation and there are only three re-
maining States which have no public
television service. Most States have es-
tablished networks for the statewide dis-
semination of educational and cultural
programs so that the potential audience
for these services is now over 155 mil-
lion viewers.

In 1967 when the original 5-year pro-
gram was drawing to a close and the
authorization of $32 million for that
period had been well used, the Congress
authorized an extension for another 3-
year period at the rate of $10.5 million,
$12.5 million and $15 million. At that
time radio stations were added to the
program. This was important to the ful-
fillment of the destiny of public broad-
casting but amounted to a very modest'
increase in funds required because of the
relatively low cost of radio equipment
needed to start a new station compared
with that needed for a television facility.
During that 3-year period the ex-
ecutive branch did not see fit to pursue
this program vigorously, and the author-
izations were not translated into appro-
priations. As a result there is now a con-
siderable backlog of applications which
deserve attention.

The bill before us today would extend
the grant program for an additional 3
years and authorize $15 million for each
of these years.

The public good can be enhanced in
at least three different ways by public
broadcasting if it is properly utilized.
First, there are the cultural and infor-
mational programs which do not fit the
mold of commercial television but which
should be available to the public whether
that public be somewhat more limited
in scope than that which finds commer-
cial programs satisfying, or whether it
be an occasional offering of universal
appeal.
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Next, there should be programing of a
broadly educational nature such as
courses in woodworking, art, or boat han-
civng tot any viewer with such an in-
terest.

The remaining category would be
purely instructional television wherein
the TV set is the classroom and the mate-
rial is part and parcel of an educational
system and courses are offered for credit.
This last kind of programing is really in
its infancy, and it is the hope of the com-
mittee that it will be vigorously pursued
in the coming years and imaginatively
exploited.

It is obvious from what has been said
thus far about the so-called educational
television stations that the core of their
problem is adequate and quality pro-
graming. Obtaining their funds by hand
outs of various kinds few stations have
unlimited manpower or money to expend
upon the creation of ambitious or costly
programs. Some have done very well with
what they have to work with, and some
of these better efforts have been made
available to many stations. For some
years the Ford Foundation through an
organization known as NET has assisted
in creating quality programs and pro-
vided funds for their distribution to the
non-commercial stations. Not too much
live, on-the-spot viewing can be possible
under these circumstances.

It was the realization that more and
better programing must be forthcoming
that prompted the creation 3 years ago
of the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting. The purpose of this organiza-
tion is to create programing of the kind
that will make educational TV what it
should be and wants to be. The Corpo-
ration cannot own stations or create net-
works, but it can provide material for si-
multaneous exposure through temporary
hookups of the individual independent
stations. This expands greatly the po-
tential for timely programs.

It is not anticipated that the Corpo-
ration shall be the creator of all or even
most of the programs it supports and dis-
tributes. The stations themselves may re-
ceive financial assistance in the produc-
tion of material which will have broad
significance and interest and therefore be
useful for showing in other areas either
on a simultaneous or delayed basis. Some
activity of this type is already taking
place even though the Corporation as an
operational entity is still in its infancy.

Because of the safeguard of bipartisan
membership on its Board of Directors and
a ban on editorializing written into the
law, the danger of consistent slanting of
material or outright partisanship in cov-
erage should be minimal.

When the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting was being discussed and
when it was actually created, it was un-
derstood that some long-range financing
plan would be worked out and eventually
written into the law. The prior adminis-
tration did not accomplish this, and the
present administration has not done so as
yet. It is still the will of the Congress that
it be done. Appropriated funds should not
be expected in any great amount, and
the present year-to-year authorization
awaiting a permanent solution cannot
be expected to continue. It may be that
the final answer will be periodic authori-

zations for direct appropriations if all
other suggested methods of financing
seem unacceptable, but we should work
out before too long the arrangement
which will continue. Also, we should have
the basis for making judgments on the
sensible and proper level of Government
support in conjunction with public sup-
port, foundation support and other possi-
ble sources of financing.

The amount provided in H.R. 7737 is
twice the amount recommended by the
administration, and it can be expected
that the budget request will be in line
with that recommendation. I am not
particularly in favor of authorizing far
more than the realities indicate will be
made available, but in view of the com-
mittee action in this instance I am not
inclined to fight for any change at this
juncture. If the greater figure, which is
the sum requested by the Corporation,
tends to indicate our confidence in the
organization at this stage in its develop-
ment, then it may be useful to go along
for this reason. In any event, I merely
wished to point out to my colleagues that
the $20 million figure in the bill is un-
realistic under all circumstances, but iif
by any chance the Corporation can con-
vince the people downtown to go along
with them, it would be acceptable.

Public broadcasting has great promise
for the presentation of material not now
available toathe viewer and for filling the
gaping holes in program selectivity
which are now so apparent. The next
3 years should indicate whether or not
public broadcasting can fulfill its destiny.
The Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce certainly will be
monitoring its performance and evalu-
ating the results against the possibilities.
This being a 1-year authorization Con-
gress will have another opportunity to
look it over next year.

I recommend H.R. 7737 to the House.
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the distin-

guished gentleman from Iowa.
Mr. GROSS. Is WETA, channel 26,

an educational television station or a
nonprofit station, does the gentleman
happen to know?

Mr. SPRINGER. I believe that chan-
nel 26 is. Channel 20 is not.

Mr. GROSS. Is it an educational TV
station?

Mr. SPRINGER. It is an educational
TV station.

Mr. GROSS. So, therefore, they par-
ticipate, do they not, in these funds?

Mr. SPRINGER. They participate in
the funds so far as programing is con-
cerned. I believe they are already par-
ticipating. I do not believe they partici-
pate in construction funds because they
have been on the air for several years.

Let me say this to my distinguished
colleague. We do not-we are not able
to control all the programing that goes
into any of these stations. All we do con-
trol is programing which this corpora-
tion programs and sends out.

But you have to understand that each
of these stations is independent. If New
York City wants to produce a certain
kind of program and put it on, this cor-
poration has nothing to do with that.
All we do is try to prepare network pro-'

grams which go broadside and which
have a broad public interest to go out
to all of these stations and they can use
them or not as they see fit. But we do
believe that in view of the popularity
and the desire of the people to watch
this type of program, that they will put
them on. But we do not control what
WETA does. That is an educational tele-
vision station over which we do not have
control.

Mr. GROSS. Then, as a matter of fact,
we put up the money, or the taxpayers
do, because we do not have any money
here that is not the taxpayers' money
unless the Committee on Banking and
Currency cranks up the printing presses.
But Congress puts up the money, yet it
has no controls.

Mr. SPRINGER. Are you still talking
about WETA?

Mr. GROSS. I beg the gentleman's
pardon?

Mr. SPRINGER. Are you still talking
about WETA?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, station WETA.
Mr. SPRINGER. WETA is an inde-

pendent, community-owned station over
which we do not have any control.

Mr. GROSS. Except to supply some
money?

Mr. SPRINGER. I do not think that
we, at the present time, are supplying
any money to station WETA except that
this Corporation would provide them
with this programing, and if station
WETA wants the programs they will
have to go out on the TV.

Mr. GROSS. No money or funds sup-
plied in any way, shape, or form?

Mr. SPRINGER. I could not put it so
broadly, I say to the gentleman; but
station WETA presently is already in
operation.

Mr. GROSS. I understand that. I will
say that it certainly is in operation.

Mr. SPRINGER. We do not pay a thing
for its yearly support. The yearly support
has to be provided from some other
source.

Mr. GROSS. There is no question about
the fact that it is in operation-not at
all-and it seems to be broadcasting the
ultraliberal view most of the time.

I am very much interested in know-
ing the identity of stations that get
money under this program.
-Mr. SPRINGER. Are you talking
about-

Mr. GROSS. I am talking about all of
them.

Mr. SPRINGER. Are you still talking
about WETA or one that might-

Mr. GROSS. And WETA, too.
Mr. SPRINGER. Is the gentleman still

talking about a station that he might
want to go on in Iowa City?

Mr. GROSS. I beg the gentleman's
pardon?

Mr. SPRINGER. Is the gentleman
talking about one you might want to put
up in Iowa City?

Mr. GROSS. I am not talking about
Iowa City, I am talking about WETA
here in the Washington, D.C., area.

Mr. SPRINGER. Station WETA could
not, and I can assure the gentleman, it
does not get any of these Federal funds
for operational expenses at this time.

I cannot tell you whether or not they
got funds for building the station.
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Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve the balance of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has

consumed 13 minutes.
(Mr. REID of New York (at the request

of Mr. SPRINGER) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.)

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of H.R. 7737, a bill ex-
tending assistance for public broadcast-
ing facilities and the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting.

This bill would extend the authoriza-
tion for 3 years for the matching grant
program for construction of noncommer-
cial educational radio and television
broadcasting through the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting. Authorizations
of $15 million are proposed for each of
the 3 years. These grants cover up to
75 percent of the cost of acquiring and
installing radio and television broadcast-
ing apparatus in furtherance of educa-
tional broadcasting.

It is estimated that for every dollar
granted by the Federal Government for
public broadcasting, State, Ideal, and pri-
vate sources have expended $11. A long-
range plan for financing the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting is now being de-
veloped by the administration and
should, when implemented, encourage
even more private support.

In my view, the quality of our life as
a civilized nation demands that we sup-
port fully the CPB. Television has be-
come one of our most influential means
of communication and education. Surely
we must exploit its potential for positive
instruction, for public affairs reporting
in depth, for enhancement of the arts,
for the widest possible dissemination of
cultural events. Educational television
has made great strides toward this goal,
and I believe that approval of the legis-
lation before us will reaffirm the faith
of the Congress in its capacity to
continue.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the ranking Republican
Member on the Subcommittee on Com-
munications and Federal Power, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. BROY-
HILL).

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from West
Virginia and the gentleman from Illi-
nois have already made an explanation
of this bill

In 1962 Congress enacted a facilities
grant program which has been in opera-
tion now for these several years offering
matching grants to educational broad-
casting stations all over the country.
Now this is for apparatus. It is not for
land and not for the construction of
buildings and not for the repair of build-
ings. These grants have been given to
the individual station for apparatus,
cameras and equipment which is needed
to operate the television station.

Since 1963, to go into a little bit of the
record of what happened, over 100 of
these educational television stations have
been started as a result of this seed
money approach, and these ETV's as well
as educational radio stations are now
located in 47 States. This has been the

seed money approach; $37 million has
been appropriated so far in this program
since its beginnings. It is estimated that
for every Federal dollar that has been
invested in facilities over $10 have been
invested by State, local, and private
sources.

So you cannot say that the Federal
Government is assuming a lion's share
of the development of educational broad-
casting in America.

Speaking for my own part, I feel that
instructional broadcasting needs to be
emphasized. In all fairness I will say that
it has been emphasized to a degree in the
past, but I believe we are going to have
to have more emphasis on instructional
broadcasts. I think that instructional
broadcasting offers a unique and effec-
tive way to improve the quality of in-
struction in our schools.

I would add, also, that it offers an
economical way of bringing quality in-
struction to not only school people but
also to older citizens as well. Of course,
in this day of spiraling costs in education,
we should be thinking about more eco-
nomical ways of bringing quality in-
struction to those of our citizens who
need it. And we do need to use the up-
to-date, modern technique of television
in instruction.

So in view of the success that this pro-
gram has had since 1962, the recom-
mendation of $15 million per year is a
modest request, and it should be approved
by the House of Representatives.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN), a member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to make two or thrpeioints,
and call the attention of the Cisamittee
to some things in connection with this
legislation on public broadcasting. In
the first place, I want to call the atten-
tion of the committee to language which
appears on page 3 of the committee re-
port, -which I urged to be put into the
committee report, and the committee was
happy to concur. That language points
up. the importance to this program of
instructional television and radio broad-
casting.

The point is made, and I think fairly
and effectively by the language, that to-
day when the educational field generally
is costing so much money and is being, I
believe, rebuffed so often by the taxpay-
ers at the local level because of the in-
creasing costs of education, that there
is a place for instructional radio and
television serving the classrooms in the
institution either at the college level, the
high school level, or the elementary level.
I am pleased that the Public Broadcast-
ing Corporation has gone into the crea-
tion of programing for the instructional
level of public and private education,
because it can provide economies to the
taxpayers.

In our own State of Ohio, in south-
western Ohio, the parochial schools of
the Catholic Archdiocese of Clncinnati
have been obliged to close down the first
grade of their elementary schools and are
considering closing down other grades
and turning those youngsters into the
public school system.

One of the approaches that had been
considered to forestall this necessity was
the creation of a network of public
broadcasting stations and receivers and
boosters over southwestern Ohio, which
would serve the parochial schools and
therefore reduce the cost of education
in the classrooms. However, there was
not enough money or not enough enthu-
siasm in the last administration for this
idea, and the grant was not made so
that the funds were not available to the
schools in that area.

Another example I would like to cite
is of the Ohio University in southeastern
Ohio, where many of the local public
schools in that area of our State are
to some degree deprived economically.
These schools have had available pro-
graming for high schodliastruction pur-
poses from the OhiQ-jiiversity station.

There is a great promise here of econ-
omies in public education that might
inure to the general public from a proper
emphasis on instructional programing
in educational television and radio.

The gentleman from Iowa asked
whether stations are benefiting directly
from the public broadcasting program
we are discussing today. The answer to
the question is that they are if they get
construction grants, and then indirectly
they are if programing is prepared by the
Public Broadcasting Corporation and is
part of their programing usage, or if
they get a direct grant from the Public
Broadcasting Corporation so that they
can lop a program of their own.

TSf act of the matter is that these
programs are only in the broadest sense
educational. They are not necessarily
instructional for the elassoom, -but only
educational by broad iWlretation. This
program ought to be c ed not public
broadcasting but rather noncommer-
cial broadcasting, because the limita-
tion really is that the stations be non-
profit stations or noncommercial stations
in that they do not finance their oper-
ation from advertising revenues and that
they not garner revenue from the sale of
time on the station.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for yielding.

I would like to ask the gentleman if
under the formula the gentleman has
set forth, the preparati6n of news pro-
graming on a station such as WETA,
channel 26 in Washington, could by any
stretch of the imagination be subsidized
by funds from this bill?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I cannot specifi-
cally say, I do not know whether WETA
in Washington was the recipient of any
kind of grant from this program for its
construction, and I must say I do not
know whether directly it is the recipient
of a grant for developing any kind of
educational programing. It probably de-
velops its news Programs from its gen-
eral budget, which comes from donations,
subscriptions, and that sort of thing.

If it uses programing which is prepared
or encouraged by the Public Broad-
casting Corporation and sent to the sta-
tion, then it would be the recipient of
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some of the largess out of the funds set
up here.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is strange that the Washington Post, for
instance, being a known ultraliberal
newspaper-often referred to by other
names, which I will not repeat on the
House floor-dominates a recently initi-
ated news program over WETA to the
exclusion of any conservative purveyors
of news.

I have had a little experience in news
gathering and broadcasting, and I doubt
that the Washington Post was ever ac-
cused of even approaching the conserva-
tive side of anything. I want to be sure
that none of the funds appropriated by
Congress for educational purposes go
into the financing of news broadcasts or
any other kind of broadcasts that repre-
sent leftwing vien exclusively. That is
all.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa for his
comments.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? I believe that the
question deserves an answer.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
SPRINGER).

Mr. SiRINGER. Money received under
this bill does not go into news broad-
casting of conservative, middle of the
road, or left wing-any news broadcast-
ing, unless under a grant program from
the Corporation.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, the gentle-
man from Ohio says that funds may
well be used for programing purposes.
This is programing of news.

Mr. SPRINGER. Just a minute. It is
not that programing per se. The only
programing the funds are used for is by
the Public Broadcasting Corporation, of
which John Macy is the president and
of which this distinguished panel of
eight Democrats at the present and seven
Republicans-which soon will be eight
Republicans and seven Democrats-is the
Board.

The CHAIRMAN. The time yielded to
the gentleman from Ohio has expired.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

I want to assure the Members that
none of these funds are used for any news
broadcasting per se. The only thing they
are used for is programs produced by
the Public Broadcasting Corporation.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will yield
further, the gentleman mentioned the
name of John Macy. I assume he is the
estimable gentleman who was the former
Chairman of the Civil Service Commis-
sion, who wore two hats when he was in
the service of the Government in recent
years; one as adviser on political ap-
pointments to the then President John-
son and the other as Chairman of the
Civil Service Commission. To my certain
knowledge he was not a conservative at
anytime on anything, and I do not mean
that as a personal reflection on Mr. Macy.
I do insist that where funds of all the
taxpayers are being spent that conserva-
tive as well as liberal views be presented.

Mr. SPRINGER. All I can say to the

distinguished gentleman is I have been
watching Mr. Macy rather carefully. I
do not consider myself to be a liberal, and
I believe Mr. 'Macy has been very fair
so far.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield

3 additional minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois and the gentleman
from Iowa for their contribution.

I should like to get two other factual
considerations on the RECORD. -

First I should like to put into the
RECORD the amount of money that has
been authorized for this program, the
amount of money appropriated, and the
amount of money spent.

For facilities in 1968, $10 million was
authorized. The appropriation was, if I
am correct, $4 million.

In 1969, $12.5 million was authorized
and $4 million appropriated.

In 1970 the proposal is for $15 million
to be authorized. Of course, the figure
on appropriations is not available yet.

For programing under the Public
Broadcasting Corporation the authori-
zation in 1968 was $9 million. The Pub-
lic Broadcasting Corporation was not
formed; that is, the trustees of that Cor-
poration were not named in time for any
money to be spent, so no money was
appropriated.

In 1969 the authorization was repeated
at $9 million; $5 million was appropri-
ated. The figure on the spending is still
not finalized, but the assumption is that
approximately that amount will be spent.

The committee is asking $20 million
to be authorized for programing by the
Public Broadcasting Corporation in this
fiscal year.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. DENNIS. This is not a field in
which I claim any expertise at all; but
on that point I have been reading the
report. Apparently, as the gentleman
says, they actually had $5 million last
year. Now, apparently, the administra-
tion is asking only for $10 million.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is correct.
Mr. DENNIS. And says they believe

this bill should be amended to provide
$10 million. I cannot help wondering why
the committee-and particularly, I may
say, the minority on the committee-is
coming in here with a request for twice
what the administration wants.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I appreciate the
comment from the gentleman from In-
diana. He presumed a statement that I
was about to make and that is I shall
not offer an amendment to reduce the
amount from $20 million to $10 million.
However, I do intend to incorporate that
reduction in the motion to recommit. But
in the interest of time I see no point
in offering the amendment so as to live
within the administration's budgetary
recommendation.

Mr. DENNIS. I appreciate the gentle-
man's answer and it certainly makes me
feel better about the bill.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And, if I may
say one final thing in this connection, it

is this: The problem with this whole ap-
propriation or authorization is that there
is a great deal greater demand for con-
struction funds that we are authorizing
or that are likely to be appropriated. The
figure is generally estimated to be in the
neighborhood of $30 million for facili-
ties. But there is no great clear picture
as to what is needed for programing pur-
poses, because the Public Broadcasting
Corporation is only just beginning to
get organized and, really, as yet has no
great clear direction as to where it is
going,

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to say to
the gentleman from Ohio, if I may, that
he has made a good statement. How-
ever, I would like to further say in re-
gard to the $20 million that the new Ad-'
ministrator came before the committee
and laid down a program as to why he
needed the $20 million and how the
whole committee had agreed that it
would be spent. You will find that on
page 6 of the report. It is also in the
hearings. When this matter was pending
before the other body a program was laid
down there and they voted for the $20
million authorization. This was after
the budget had been approved and be-
fore they had been organized. However,
I think the Nixon administration would
have been asking for the $20 million if
they had known what was going to be
scheduled and programed. Represent-
atives of the administration have signi-
fied to us the fact that they will come
up for the full funding later. This is for
only 1 year, and that is all.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I appreciate the
gentleman's comment. I think we have
differences of opinion, Mr. Chairman, as
to the value of the program as it was
laid out by the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has again expired.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FIsH).

(Mr. FISH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, the Corpo-
ration for Public Broadcasting was es-
tablished by Congress to do many tasks
in education and in working with mi-
norities in the cities-tasks which must
be done. The Corporation is a national
resource which is not now being fully
used.

In its first year of existence it ex-
pended the majority of its limited
funds-$7 million-to support individual
stations in all parts of the country. These
stations are vitally important to giving
schoolchildren the best possible instruc-
tions for the least possible cost, no mat-
ter where they live. I am particularly
anxious to see the results of the work of
the Children's TV Workshop, which has
designed a program for preschool chil-
dren which will begin November 10. This,
it seems to me, is excellent use of the TV
medium in helping prepare young chil-
dren for school, especially those from
disadvantaged families.
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Everyone knows that TV cannot re-
place teachers and the need for addi-
tional classrooms, but it can certainly
help to keep costs as low as possible
while bringing the best teachers avail-
able to students even in our smallest
schools.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MACDONALD), who has handled this bill
for the last two occasions when it has
been before the committee.

(Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts
asked and was given permission to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Chairman, I shall not impose upon
the time of the Members here because
the bill has been very thoroughly and
well presented by earlier speakers from
both sides of the aisle.

However, I would like to make just a
couple of points that have been raised
which I think should be emphasized. One
is that in my time here we always hear
about seed money. But, this is one of the
rare occasions in which seed money has
really worked, because over a geographi-
cal area of some 47 States every dollar
that the Federal Government has
granted we have gotten back $11 in lo-
cal funds and by local participation. So,
I think it is clear that this has been a
very well-devised program.

Mr. Chairman, the program had some
difficulty in getting off the ground and
that was due to a number of reasons
which have been touched upon. But I
now feel we have a very strong head of
the program and that they are now well
organized and in my judgment we of the
Congress have promised these dedicated
people much but have not delivered them
very much. On the contrary, I think they
have promised not very much but they
have delivered a good deal.

Certainly, because of the scope of the
program, as was mentioned by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SPRINGER) and
my colleague on the subcommittee (Mr.
BROYHILL of North Carolina), I think
that this program should be funded in a
way that will permit it to operate
properly.

Indeed, there are those of us who
sometimes are disappointed in some of
the programs that we see on this em-
bryonic new method of communication
here in the United States. As I say, we
sometimes are a little disappointed, but
I do not think we should be disappointed
because we do not give the people who
are carrying out the nitty-gritty of this
academic cultural and educational pro-
gram the wherewithal to do the things
that they want to do and can do so
well.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
I yield to the gentleman -from New
York.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I
would ask the gentleman has the com-
mittee at all considered in connection
with the funding and financing of this
program the media that is earning un-
told millions as a result of being granted

licenses for television, advertising, and
manufacturers of television sets sharing
part of the cost of educational TV?

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
The permanent funding aspect of this
entire program has been uppermost in
the committee's mind ever since its in-
ception, and every time the people from
the Public Broadcasting Corporation
come up we ask them and urge them to
get together and to come up with some
permanent financing.

As I tried to indicate earlier, much of
the changeover in personnel, as well as
the change in administration, and so
forth had left a void for a time, but I
think that void is now filled, and I think
they will come up, as we have urged
them to, with a permanent plan for
funding.

Certainly what the gentleman suggests
has some merit. That would be one of
the obvious recommendations.

I would like to say in defense of the
commercial broadcasters, which I take
it the gentleman from New York is talk-
ing about, that one of the national net-
works contributed a large sum of money
to get this public educational broadcast-
ing off the ground. Also I think that all
of the networks testified before us in
favor of the program, and I think they
have been more than reasonable in try-
ing to help this program.

Perhaps what the gentleman from New
York suggests has a good deal of merit,
and I can guarantee that the members
of the committee will further Rursue the
matter with the public broAidcasting
people when they again appear before us
on whether they can come up with some
sort of a permanent, fixed financing
basis.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. If the gentleman
will yield further, may I inquire whether
or not it is the intention of the chair-
man of the subcommittee that just ad-
dressed himself to me that he will hold
hearings on the question of contribution
or payment of the cost of public TV by
the media and by the manufacturers of
TV sets?

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
I will repeat to the gentleman he pre-
sents a very logical and good point and
that the committee will look into it to the
best of its ability.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I would share the concern of the gentle-
man from New York in this area, because
this was one of the promises that we had
last year when the first appropriation
was made to the Public Broadcasting
Corporation, that if this were established,
we would not be asked for another trip to
the Public Treasury and that we would
have a recommendation as to the method
of permanent financing of the Public
Broadcasting Corporation from sources
other than the general revenues of the
Treasury. Now here we are once again
dipping into the general revenues of the
Treasury.

The suggestion has been made that
we have taxes on TV stations or some
other form of taxation, user taxation, if

you will, or some other form of en-
couraging contributions. Certainly that
needs to be done if the independence of.
this operation is to be served, as suggested
in' the Carnegie report, if one of the
desirable things of the Public Broad-
casting Corporation is going to be en-
couraged, at least the Carnegie report
says so, that would stimulate this whole
development, that we would come up with
some kind of extra-Treasury method of
financing public broadcasting, but so far
we have not.

I would like to say to the gentleman
and also to the chairman from Massa-
chusetts and the chairman of the full
committee that I for one am being rather
subdued in regard not only to my concern
about his program this year, because I
think there have been ptblems on get-
ting the thing in gear and organized, but
in the future I have no intention of being
quite so subdued if we do not come up
with some other method of financing.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
his contribution.

Mr. Chairman, the legislation before
us today, the Educational Television and
Radio Amendments of 1969, helps build
upon the grand design erected by the
90th Congress when it enacted the
groundbreaking Public Broadcting Act
of 1967. H.R. 7737 authqoizes appropria-
tions for interim fina qr the Cor-
poration for Pu b l ig-es-
tablished to provide R cly fuxded sup-
port for the Nation's growing education-
al broadcasting systems. The bill also
provides an extension of authorizations
for an ongoing program of facilities
and equipment grants for the establish-
ment and improvement of educational
broadcastattations.

The tf4&ities-grants program predates
the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967. Un-
der a program authorized by Congress
in 1962, the Department of Uealth, Edu-
cation, and Welfare has offered matching
grants to individual stations and state-
wide systems of stations to help finance
needed equipment purchases. The funds,
which are not used for acquisition of
land or buildings, have enabled educa-
tional stations to purchase expensive
broadcast-quality equipment necessary to
compete for viewers' / attention. The
HEW grants have, more importantly,
made possible the establishment of whole
systems of new educational stations, fos-
tering the creation of State educational
broadcasting networks.

The HEW program has long been
judged one of the most successful of its
kind. Rare is the congressional district
that has not already felt its beneficial
impact. As the program continues to
stimulate the growth of educational
broadcasting, practically every Congress-
man will find his constituents served with
a useful and attractive supplement to
commercial broadcast fare.

The HEW program has achieved its ex-
emplary results with small authoriza-
tions and even small appropriations. No
one could successfully argue that this has
been a swollen program. In fact, the
need--as evidenced by the always large
and growing backlog of applications-
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has from the start outdistanced the
funds available. The authorizations pro-
posed in the present bill are modest.
They equal, for each of the next 3 fiscal
years, the same amount currently au-
thorized for the present fiscal. year-$15
million. This is the level suggested by
the administration. There was no oppo-
sition to the program expressed during
the subcommittee hearings on the legis-
lation, which I conducted.

Under the terms of the program,
grants may cover up to 75 percent of the
costs of purchasing and installing broad-
cast equipment. Local and State financ-
ing is needed for all of the costs of land
and construction or repair of buildings.
In any 1 year, no one State can receive
more than 8, percent of the available
grants approplstions. Because of these
limitations, tfe is a level below which
appropriations may not be cut without
placing the program in danger. Broad-
cast-quality equipment is not inexpen-
sive, and to provide a meaningful Imn-
provement in the over-the-air transmis-
sion quality it is usually necessary to up-
grade a whole series ot related compo-
nents. Thus improve*ns usually ani-
not be made piecemeal. Stations find
themselves confronted with the necessity
of aing major improvements or do-
ing eg.

In the ease of putting new stations on
the air, the, bst picture is even more in-
divisible. In order to insure that the
benefits of the program have a wide geo-
graphical distribution, as the law re-
quires, it is necessary to provide sufficient
total funds so that realistic improve-
ments at the level of the individual sta-
tions can be financed.

Because of the successful record and
widespread popularity of the grants pro-
gram, I would expect no rmmber to op-
pose the present extension of authoriza-
tions.

Steee 2k of. the legislation would au-
tT-"fhrze ~ r Sppri~ation of $20 million
for the C lio n for Public Broadcast.
ing. Of the several titles in the Public
Broadcasting Act of 1967, the one that
established the Corporation broke truly
new ground. The aim of the Corpora-
tion's designers and supporters was to
fill out the aid provided by the facilities
program with parallel support for the
production and distribution of equality
educational and public-service program-
ing.

The Corporation was seen as a vehicle
by which contributions from the private
sector-viewers and philanthropic sup-
port-could be augmented with Federal
funds. Several important considera-
tions-which still stand today-guided
the architects of the Corporation. One
was that the need for funds greatly ex-
ceeded the level that could reasonably be
expected from voluntary contributions.
Another was that the benefits from a
greatly improved and expanded public
broadcasting system would flow so gen-
erally to the Nation as a whole that a
Federal contribution would not only be
proper but appropriate.

A third consideration was the need, if
Federal funds were to support the pro-
duction of programs, to provide insula-
tion from political pressures that might
be brought to influence the content of
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programs. It was to this end that a spe-
cial corporation was conceived, char-
tered by act of Congress and guided by
a blue-ribbon panel of presidentially ap-
pointed directors, chosen for their in-
dependence of judgment. In addition, it
was planned that a form of permanent
financing should be devised that would
free the corporation from possible pres-
sures stemming from the annual appro-
priations process.

It was foreseen at the time that devising
a plan acceptable to the administration,
the Congress, and the educational broad-
casters Would be difficult and time-con-
suming. In the interim, it was decided to
establish the Corporation with limited
funding, so that it could begin its work
in an orderly manner, and, with the
expertise it could develop, play a leading
role in the creation of a practical long-
term financing proposal. In the process,
the Corporation's projects could begin to
bring benefits to the viewing public.
With these ends in mind, Congress de-
cided that, to start, Federal funding
would be provided by direct appropria-
tions. The Public Broadcasting Act of
1967 authorized $9 million, of which $5
million was appropriated.

These funds, together with approxi-
-mately $2 million in private funds, pro-
vided the Corporation's first year operat-
ing budget. Meanwhile, the change in
administrations brought an understand-
able delay to the program of devising a
permament financing plan. Because of
this, the Corporation has sought a direct
appropriation for fiscal year 1970.

The Corporation, now organized and
staffed, is seeking to implement the will
of Congress by promptly developing
effective programs to meet current
pressing national needs. First-priority
areas are to strengthen local stations so
as to increase the quality and quantity
of local prograiing;_-interconnection of
public broadcasting stations into re-
gional and national networks, to maxi-
mize impact and give immediate distri-
bution to worthwhile programs; and in
programn development to focus particu-
larly on the creation of quality television
fare for young audiences-especially
preschool children.

To achieve its modest but important
goals, the Corporation is seeking an ap-
propriation of $20 million, which it ex-
pects to augment with $4 -million of
private funds. The budget submitted by
the outgoing Johnson administration
provided for a $20 million authorization.
The incoming Nixon administration, new
to its complex tasks, suggested $10 mil-
lion for the Corporation in a revised
budget. Administration witnesses noted
that the bill before the subcommitteee,
as passed by the Senate, did not accord
with the administration's formal request,
but did not actually oppose the higher
figure. All the witnesses before the sub-
committee expressed wholehearted ap-
proval of the Corporation's purpose and
aims. Many asked that the authoriza-
tion be set at $20 million or higher. The
measure was reported from the subcom-
mittee and the full Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce with no
dissent.

Supporters of the Nation's effort to
strengthen our system of public television
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strongly hold that failure to support the
Corporation's crucial early efforts would
spread damaging waves throughout the
ranks of educational broadcasters, ad-
versely affecting the levels of local volun-
tary support and rendering it increas-
ingly difficult to attract and hold quality
personnel. The dedicated pioneers in edu-
cational broadcasting have long-too
long-lived on promises. Even the most
dedicated must occasionally give thought
to their own future. The passage of the
Public Broadcasting Act was an affirma-
tion that their pioneering labors were not
in vain. As their hopes were buoyed, so
were the hopes of millions of viewers that
progress at last might begin to reach the
potential. Eyes are on Congress today,
watching to see that the promise is not
broken.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the wholehearted
support of the present bill. A plan for
permanent financing will emerge; one is
now taking shape in consultations among
the experts in public broadcasting and in
the administration. Congress will have
full opportunity to make the final deci-
sion. But meanwhile we can proceed to
bring the benefits of our extraordinary
technology to all the people. The pro-
gram seeks modest funding. We should
take a key step in providing it.

In closing, I would just like to say I
think that we;, the Congress, owe these
people a chance to prove wvhat they can
do. I certainly urge our colleagues to go
ahead with them.

[Mr. CELLER addressed the Commit-
tee. His remarks will appear hereafter
in the Extensions of Remarks.-]

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. MONTGOMERY).

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

As the distinguished chairman knows,
in my State our first educational TV
station will start broadcasting after Feb-
ruary 1, 1970.

In Mississippi, in setting up the edu-
cation television, we took the State ap-
proach. The State legislature set up the
Mississippi educational television board
made up of educators, business, indus-
trial, and labor leaders.

There has been some concern by edu-
cators in my State and also by the State
legislature as to what effect and what
controls will HEW and the Corporation
of Public Broadcasting have on the pro-
grams that we will initiate and run in
Mississippi. Will they try to tell our
people down there what type of programs
they should run?

Mr. STAGGERS. The act provides that
they may not force any program on any
station anywhere in the land. They are
attempting to cooperate in bringing to
the people of Mississippi and to the peo-
ple of other States good and worthwhile
television programs.

Public television stations in the several
States are, and will continue to be, free
under the Public Broadcasting Act of
1967 to refuse to transmit any program
developed by the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the gen-
tleman. As I understand the chairman,
he as answered my question. In the past,
these two parts of the Federal Govern-
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ment that I mention have not in any
way influenced the programs of educa-
tional television in other States, and as
far as the Chairman is concerned, in
the future under this act no steps will
be taken by HEW or by the Corporation
of Public Broadcasting to influence the
type of programing that will be carried
on in the different States.

Mr. STAGGERS. The provision is in
the act that that cannot be done. That is
part of the law.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the
Chairman for answering my question.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the chair-
man. I wish to recognize his good work
and that of the able gentleman from
Massachusetts, the chairman of the sub-
committee in this field, in preparing this
bill and presenting it to the House. I cer-
tainly do endorse it fully. I have an un-
usual interest in this matter because sta-
tion KUHT-TV of the University of
Houston was, I believe, the first educa-
tional television station in the Nation un-
der this program.

I also wish to recognize the very able
statement of the distinguished ranking
minority member, and commend partic-
ularly, his reference to the nonpartisan
board. The nonpartisan board includes
a very distinguished citizen of my com-
munity, Mrs. Oveta Culp Hobby, who
was formerly a member of President
Eisenhower's Cabinet.

Educational television is blessed with
many outstanding administrators and
creative minds. It utilizes the most pow-
erful tool of communication ever devised.
Increased funding of educational tele-
vision will permit it to provide a service
of increasing diversity and quality. I
think that quality, that diversity, and
that nonpartisan nature has been ex-
emplified by the station in Houston.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield whatever time he desires to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PICKLE).

(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7737.

I endorse the ideas and the actions in-
corporated in H.R. 7737, the assistance
act for public broadcasting and the cor-
poration for public broadcasting. This
appropriation is reasonable and it is en-
tirely fitting that Congress extend the as-
sistance program.

Since the Educational Television Facil-
ities Act became effective in 1963, more
than 100 additional public television
broadcasting stations have gone on the
air making a usable public broadcasting
signal available to over 50 million new
viewers. In a relatively short period of
time, these stations have developed in-
depth programing that gives viewers a
constructive and balanced educational
vehicle.

KLRN-TV which broadcasts in Austin
and San Antonio is a prime example of
the potential offered by educational tele-
vision. With facilities at the University
of Texas KLRN not only broadcasts some
excellent instructional programs, and

quality drama-but this educational sta-
tion is a living workshop that trains uni-
versity students interested in broadcast
careers. It is because of the work by such
stations as KLRN that I support this bill
today.

Dozens of men and women in our cities
have served and are serving in advisory
capacities, giving time and energy and
money toward the advancement of public
broadcasting. Because of this contribu-
tion, and because the stable and practical
leadership given by the station person-
nel our educational television station is
rendering a great service. We must help
it move along.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PUCINSKI).

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation. There is no
question that education television offers
this country a very significant break-
through in meeting some of the needs of
our education system. My Subcommittee
on General Education earlier this week
had occasion to preview an excellent pro-
gram that will premier on November 10,
and will be made available to all educa-
tion stations across this country, called
"Sesame Street." It is a 1-hour program
in full color. It will be made available to
these stations, and it will be directed pri-
marily at young children of the 3- to 5-
year age group, preschool youngsters. So
far as I know, this is the first electronic
headstart program that we will have in
this country. It will be available every
day, 5 days a week. It is so good that in
my own city, station WTTW, will show
this 1-hour program three times a day
to reach the largest audience possible of
young children to prepare them for entry
into the elementary school.

Certainly, Miss Joan Ganz Cooney of
the Children's Television Workshop of
National Educational Television and her
associates did a great job. This program
has particular appeal to young children
and will teach them such things as the
alphabet, how to relate numbers and
many other interesting features for pre-
school youngsters. It is produced with
such deep understanding of young chil-
dren that it promises a very high rate of
interest retention for preschool children.

I predict that this program will give
the commercial stations a real run for
their money on the ratings. This shows
that educational television is moving.

Of course, we are very pleased that
Public Broadcasting Corporation has se-
lected one of our distinguished citizens
from Chicago, John Macy, as its Presi-
dent.

We in the Education Committee are
concerned about how to finance the edu-
cational needs of our country and we
see in educational television a very
significant breakthrough for the people
of America.

One final word. There was a colloquy
earlier on the financing of newscasts. It
is true that WETA in Washington has
been given $36,000 in a grant from the
Public Broadcasting Corporation to help
finance the program "Washington Week
in Review." This program is being put
together by four highly competent and
independent newsmen in Washington. It

is available to educational stations across
the country as a weekly review of hap-
penings in Washington.

I am mindful of the fact this is a
dangerous field we are in, and we have
to maintain constant surveillance to in-
sure that we do not set up a publicly fi-
nanced news agency. On the other hand,
education television stations should not
be denied the opportunity to have a good
news program for their viewers.

I think as long as we use good, respect-
able, highly competent, and unbiased
newsmen to prepare this, we ought to
give it a chance. We will always have a
chance to review these programs if we
feel there are abuses.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the
chairman of the committee for bringing
this legislation to the floor for considera-
tion today.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. FARBSTEIN).

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from West Virginia
for yielding.

I appreciate that the heart of the
chairman is in the right place. Perhaps
this bill is not a good vehicle for it.

Mr. Chairman, I am also very grati-
fied that the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, in answer to my query, said there will
be consideration of financing of this pro-
gram in the future. I say this especially
because in the congressional declaration
of policy it does not say a word about
the fact that the media, which have been
earning untold millions, should con-
tribute to public and educational tele-
vision. There is nothing there about a
user's tax. There is nothing there about
a trust fund being creAed for this pur-
pose. Why should the taxpayers' money
be used for these purposes? Why should
the gentlema: from New York (Mr.
CELLEa) be diipelled to contribute to-
ward educatitl television?

Mr. Chairman, the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting was established in
1967 to stimulate the development of
educational TV. It was established as a
result of the recommendations of the
Carnegie Commission on Educational
Television. The commission had recom-
mended a Corporation to provide financ-
ing for educational TV. It estimated in
January 1967 that $270 million a year
would be needed to develop a viable sys-
tem of educational TV. The appropria-
tions process, it suggested, could provide
interim financing for the Corporation,
but at a very low level. A permanent fi-
ancing mechanism was required to pro-
vide anywhere near the $270 million a
year. Such financing should be inde-
pendent of the appropriations process to
keep educational TV free of political
pressure. It suggested a media tax to be
paid into a trust fund. The Ford Founda-
tion took a similar position. It recom-
mended the establishment of a satellite
system for noncommercial TV which
could return some profit.

Congress put off the longterm financ-
ing question and enacted-in 1967-a bill
to establish a Corporation with limited
annual financing. At that time I offered
an amendment to put Congress on rec-
ord in support of a media tax and to re-

H 9341



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE

e will support this immediate route to better
broadcasting. We ask your action to seet that it--and a free and healthy Public

I Broadcasting system-becomes a reality.
Respectfully,

The board of trustees of the National
e Citizens Committee for Broadcasting:

Shana Alexander, Milton R. Bass,
iL Harry Belafonte, Charles Benton, Wil-
- llam B. Branch, Rev. Robert P. Drinan,
- S. J., Richard Eells, Ralph Ellison, John

D. Entenza, Phillip Gainsiey, John
Kenneth Galbraith, Brendan Gill,
Nathan Glazer, Robert Goodman,
Henry Clay Hofheimer II, Marshall M.
IHolleb, Thomas P. P. Roving, Marya

annes, Robert Montgomery, Earle K.Moore, Gerard Piel, Walker Sandbach,
Charles A. Slepmann, Mrs. David E.Skinner, June Wayne.

LONG-RANGEr FINANcING OF PUBLIC
BROADCASTIoG

(By Dick Netzer, professor of economics,
head, All-University Department of Eco-
nomics, New York University)

SUMMARY
Public Broadcasting, for its long-term

financing, requires support that Is adequate
in amount, stable but growing over time, and
reasonably free from undesirable economic
side effects. The financing mechanisms must
provide protection against political and eco-
nomic interference with programing.

Proposed non-governmental financial de-
vices, although attractive in some respects,
simply are not adequate in the amount of
funds they can provide, individually or in
combination. The use of Federal taxing pow-
ers is essential, but to insure independence,
any taxes or charges levied by the Federal
government for Public Broadcasting should
be paid into a trust fund and removed from
the annual appropriations process.

The best of the tax devices considered here
is a gross receipts tax on commercial broad-
casting; at a 4 percent rate, it could yield
over $120 million a year. This should be sup-
plemented by a system of charges for access
to the radio spectrum, collected by competi-
tive bidding for licenses or otherwise, with
the proceeds also paid into the trust fund.

On the non-governmental side, there is an
extremely strong case for adoption of the
Ford Foundation proposal for a broadcasters'
non-profit satellite system to provide both
cash and free service for Public Broadcasting.
Also, Public Broadcasters should have the
authority to accept limited amounts of ad-
vertising and to experiment with subscription
television, to further supplement and di-
versify their sources of revenue.

The highest priority, however, is the estab-
lishment of the trust fund and imposition of
the broadcasting gross receipts tax, to be paid
into the trust fund.

This study explores a variety of possible
ways to place the financing of Public Broad-
casting on a stable, long-term basis. Two
assumptions underly the analysis.

First, it is assumed that the funds required
are substantial-in the order of the $270 mil-
lion annually recommended by the Carnegie
Commission (which compares to the nearly
$4 billion spent for television and radio ad-vertising in 1967). Second, it is assumed that
financing of this magnitude cannot conceiv-
ably be provided by use of the begging bowl;
no combination of private philanthropy,
sporadic Federal appropriations and even
meore sporadic state and local government
financial assistance will permit Public Broad-
casting to develop more than a small fraction
of its potential This is not to exclude the
role of philanthropy or independent fund-
raising, but rather to state that the basic
support for an adequate system of Public
Broadcasting must be assured in a more de-
pendable way.

quire the FCC to report back on the idea
It failed. The chairman of the committee
said that no hearings had been held on
the question.

The next year-1968-on a bill to ex-
tend the Corporation an additional year,
I offered a similar amendment. Again
the chairman said no hearings had been
held and that the administration was
working on recommendations. In the
meantime, the Corporation has been
operating on a budget of approximately
$14 million compared to the $270 million
the Carnegie Commission estimated
would be needed to operate adequately
in any one year.

Since then Prof. Dick Netzer of NYU
has put out an excellent study recom-
mending specific permanent financing of
educational TV and the Commission on
Violence has called for permanent fi-
nancing of educational TV.

But still nothing has happened. The
administration will announce, I under-
stand, a rather weak recommendation
for permanent financing when the bill
before the House today is signed by the
President, but it is not going to be much.

Mr. Chairman, I insert at this point in
the RECORD excerpts from the 1967 Car-
negie Commission report, the Violence
Commission's report on television, and
the Netzer study to illustrate the recom-
mendations and hard thinking which
have been made with respect to the need
for Immanent financing for educational
television.
[Prom "Public Television: A Program for

Action, the Report and Recommendations
of the Carnegie Commission on Educa-
tional Television"]

THE COMMISSION PROPOSES ENLARGED FEDERAL
SUPPORT sFM PUBLIC TLEvLsiION

We recommend that Congress provide theFederal funds required by the Corporation
through .a manufacturer's excise tax on
television sets (beginning 0 2 percent andrising to a ceiling of -a sepent). The reve-nues should be made' available to the Cor-poration through a trust fund.

In this manner a stable source of financial
support W0uid be assured We would free
the Cordon to the highest degree from
the annual governmental budgeting and
apsQ rIations procedures: the goal we seek
is an instrument for the free conmunica-
tion of ideas in a free society.

The excise tax will provide the Corpora-
tion with approximately s40 million of fed-
eral funds during Its first year of operation,
rising gradually to a level of $100 million a
year. We propose that the rate be raised to 3
percent, bringing in $60 million, after the
first year. The Commission intends these
revenues to be added to those available from
other federal, local, and private sources to be
used primarily for the support of program-
ming for Public Television. We recommend
that federal agencies continue to make
grants to educational television stations for
special purposes.

[From "Commission Statement on Violence
in Television Entertainment Programs"
National Commission on the Causes and
Prevention of Violence," Sept. 23, 1969]
We offer one recommendation to the Presi-

dent and the Congress:
Adequate and permanent financing, in theform of a dedicated tax, should be provided

for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting
so that it may develop the kind of educa-
tional, CUltural, and dramatic programming

not presently provided in sufficient measurn
by commercial brodasting.

We believe, as the Public Broadcasting Ac
of 1967 states, "that it furthers the genera]
welfare to encourage noncommercial educa.
tional radio and television broadcast pro.
gramning which will be responsive to theinterests of people both in particular locali-
ties and throughout the United States, and'wMlch will constitute an expression of di-veraity and excellence," and "that it is nec-
estary and appropriate for the Federal Gov-
ernment to complement, assist, and support
a national policy that will most effectivelymake noncommercial radlo and television
service available to all the citizens of the
United States." We suggest firancing bymeans of a dedicated tax because we believe
that public television must be free from the
political pressures that result from the need
for.annual federal appropriations.

Public broadcasts can be a much needed
alternative to commercial programs. It isgenerally essumed that commercial television
caters to the public taste. But television also
creates the public taste. If a wide range of
wholesome entertainment and public serviceprograms is offered as an alternative to the
current fare of entertainment violence, it is
likely that this will effect changes in public
tastes and ultimately make violent television
programs less commercially attractive. But
this longer-term possibility does not relieve
connmercial television of the responsibility to
reduce now the volume and changethe char-acter of its violent programs.

NATIONAL CrITZENS COMMITTEE:
FOR BROADCASTING,

New York, N.Y., April 1969.
The President and Congress of the United

States:
The greatest coonmm eatione resource

man has ever known continues to be pol-
luted and to pollute the public's airwaves--
for private gain. One answer to the stagger-
ing problem of airwave pollution and its de-sensitizing of the American spirit is a free
and healthy non-commercial broadcasting
system, which has come to be called Public
Broadcasting.

Dr. Dick Netzer's report welds a combina-
tion of long-range financing proposals forPublic Broadcasting into a single package free
of any real or fancied domination and funded
largely by those who profit most from the use
of the public's airwaves. The plan is stable
and the sums it would bring forth are sub-
stantial enough at long last to make non-commercial broadcasting technically, profes-
sionally and competitively capable of serving
the whole public with the informational Andcultural diversity to whiea ,i1 of broadcast-
ing is called and to which so little of broad-
casting responds.

In January, 1967, the Carnegie Commission
said that a strong Public Broadcasting system
would require $270 million annually. The first
Congressional appropriation to the Corpora-tion for Public Broadcasting, for fiscal 1969,
was a disappointing $5 million. This in times
when the revenues of the publicly-licensed
commercial broadcasters are at their highest
and the fulfillment of their responsibilities
is at their lowest.

Professor Netzer's plan is based on all the
various recommendations put forward for
long-range financing of Public Broadcast-
ing which were carefully studied by the
trustees of the National Citizens Committee
for Broadcasting before they turned their
materials over to Professor NetZer for hisobjective evaluations and conclusions. It is
entirely his report; the trustees concur with
his conclusions entirely.

We believe the plan's moral applicability
to our time ought to be a decisive factor for
adopting it. We hope men of vision in broad-
casting will endorse It. We know the public
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CRITERIA AND ISSUES

Any system of long-range financing must
have two basic attributes. It must provide
funds that are reasonably adequate in
amount. And the flow of funds must be
stable and relatively assured, to permit the
long-range planning and program develop-
ment that is essential. Moreover, assurance
of financing is necessary to insulate Public
Broadcasting from the adverse pressures sure
to be stimulated by free exercise of imagina-
tion and intellect ir program content.

Ordinarily, in our society, freedom of ex-
pression of opinion and ideas in the arts,
letters and sciences is protected'by the ex-
istence of large numbers of channels of ex-
pression and by the very diversity of the
sources of economic support. However, the
technical characteristics of the radio spec-
trum limit the numbers of channels of ex-
pression far more rigorously than is the case
for the printed word, the other performing
arts or the graphic arts. In addition, the costs
of production in broadcasting can be very
high indeed, relative to other communica-
tions media. Therefore, a suitable financing
system needs built-In insulating devices.

There are several other criteria an ideal
financing system should satisfy. For one
thing, the costs of Public Broadcasting surely
will rise over time, as salaries rise and as new
opportunities for service unfold: a superior
financing system will provide growing
anounts of money over time, more or less
automatically. Second, the financing system
should not have harsh economic effects on
the rest of the broadcasting industry or on
other forms of communication. Third, the
financing system should not bear heavily
on the poorer segments of the country's pop-
ulation. Fourth, an ideal financing system
would be demonstrably sensible, in that there
would be some clear linkage between benefits
and payments-those who provide the funds
ideally should also receive benefts from
Public Broadcasting or from related activities
in the communications field.

No financing device can satisfy all these
criteria perfectly. It is necessary to "trade-
off" among the criteria, to find one or a
package of financial sources that comes
closest to the ideal.

This list of criteria suggests that the fol-
lowing are the basic issues:

(1) Can the job be done with financing
devices other than the use of governmental
revenue-raising authority? Such devices
might include the sale of services by Public
Broadcasting (for example, pay-TV or ac-
ceptance of advertising) or revenue from as-
signment of monopoly powers to a quasi-
public agency responsible for Puwbic Broad-
casting (for example, domestic satellite
transmission). Clearly, if such arrangements
were workable, they would have the advan-
tage of affording a considerable degree of
insulation from political pressures. They also
tend to exhibit desirable linkages between
benefits and payments.

(2) If governmental revenue-raising de-
vices must be employed (as this study con-
cludes), how can Public Broadcasting be as-
sured of a stable flow of funds, free from
political pressures and uncertainties?

(3) Assuming that the necessary insulation
can be provided, which governmental revenue
devices most nearly satisfy the other criteria?

FINANCING NOT DEPENDENT ON TAXATION

Unquestionably, there are non-govern-
mental financing devices which can produce
significant amounts of revenue. The doubts
regarding such financing relate to whether
these devices alone can produce sufficient rev-
enue and whether, even if they can satisfy
this criterion, they do not do violence to
the other criteria.

Take, for example, pay-TV. It has some
merits as a financing device, but its demer-
its are such that it should be no more than
a marginal supplementary source of funds. To
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be sure, a national system of subscription
Public Television no doubt eventually could
attract large numbers of subscribers among
upper-income families, for the charges could
be very modest relative to the incomes of
such families. An annual charge of $100 on
the average would amount to less than three-
tenths of one percent of the money incomes
of the richest ten percent of American house-
holds (those with total money incomes over
$15,000). If half of all such families did
subscribe and if half the annual charge was
absorbed by connection, administrative and
collection costs, Public Television could net
nearly $150 million a year. If only 5 percent
of all other (less affluent) families were sub-
scribers, the $270 million goal could be met.

Consider the drawbacks. First of all, sub-
scription Public Television surely would tend
to be, as the illustrative figures imply, an
upper-income minority experience. But the
fundamental case for Public Broadcasting is
that it should not be merely yet another cul-
tural experience for the affluent few who even
now have access to and participate in a wide
range of cultural experiences. It is conceived
to be, ideally, a truly mass experience (and
Jar more so than the live performing arts),
conferring vast benefits on our whole society,
provided that people of varying income levels,
tastes and geographic locations have access
to it. Public Broadcasting can realize its
potential only if access to it is as easy as is
access to commercial broadcasting.

Second, as a newly offered service compet-
ing with existing services (commercial broad-
casting and other communications), sub-
scription Public Television inevitably would
develop slowly, with considerable geographic
unevenness and with great year-to-year un-
certainty during the growth period. In short
its financial development is likely to dupli-
cate the financial history to date of non-com-
mercial broadcasting-slow, uneven growth
and a dire lack of the financial security
necessary to plan ahead with confidence. But
history makes it clear that Public Broadcast-
ing need to achieve a critical financial mass
quickly so that the public can actually see Its
promise. We know only too well that there is
no ready market for any product or servoe
not actually offered, but only hypoheol
Offering a low-quality, under finaamed serv-
lee in the early years will guarantee that de-
velopment will continue to be painfully slow.

Because subscription television does associ-
ate financial support of the services with a
portion of the benefits generated by Public
Broadcasting, there is every reason to at-
tempt to provide some role for subscription
television in the financing of Public Broad-
casting. For example, it would make sense, if
feasible, to charge for occasional special pro-
grams of a very costly nature, much as cer-
tain facilities are charged for, in otherwise
free parks, and fees are charged for special
exhibitions in otherwise free museums Thus
Public Broadcasting should be free to experi-
ment with subscription arrangements and
indeed should encourage research in sub-
scription-device technology.

But this cannot be the principal financial
support for Public Broadcasting, nor should
a large part of Public Broadcasting service
be offered on a fee-for-service basis.

Another non-governmental financial device
might be the acceptance of advertising on a
controlled basis. The argument is that com-
mercials can be carefully placed so as not to
interfere with program content and that ob-
noxious forms of television advertising can
be avoided. Meanwhile, there is increasing
corporate interest in displaying "social re-
sponsibility," by supporting public prqgrmn-
ing; this requires visible evidence of the cor-
porate contribution, for which large corpora-
tions will pay handsomely. Analogies are
drawn to experience abroad and to the ex-
perience of a handful of successful "upper
class" FM stations in this country.
. The argument duplicates that now being
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advanced in Britain, that the BBC television
services should accept advertising in a'simi-
lar fashion. However, BBC would continue to
get its basic support from the license fees
paid for many years by households, and thus
could continue to be quite independent of
pressures by advertisers. More generally, ex-
perience abroad Is a false analogy simply
because of the different traditions-that is,
the strong tradition of sponsor control here.
Moreover, the design for Public Broadcasting
is for a system that will ensure a maximum
of conflict with advertisers-programing
which is controversial, even revolutionary, in
tastes, mores and politics.

In addition, the amounts of money are
relatively large. At least half of present tele-
vision and radio advertising expenditure is
for consumer products that involve product
rather than corporate identification, such as
cigarettes, soaps, toiletries and proprietary
drugs; another significant proportion is done
by relatively small local firms unlikely to be
overly concerned with "corporate image."
Thus, to raise $270 million, the remaining
advertisers would have to shift 20 percent or
more of their advertising from commercial
to Public Broadcasting. It is rather unlikely
that this will occur. Public Broadcasting, in
the next few years, will be offering less than
10 percent of total broadcasting service, usu-
ally to little more than 5 percent of the total
broadcasting audience. If successful and ade-
quately financed, Public Broadcasting will do
better than this as it matures, but adver-
tisers are acutely aware of the current per-
formance of competitive media. Airlines and
similar advertisers are unlikely to willingly
devote 20 percent or more of their radio-TV
advertising budgets to reach 5 to 10 percent
of the potential audience. Moreover, since
this is a large shift, it is likely to create con-
sidlerable year-to-year uncertainty, even if
the shifts could be achieved eventually. All
this suggests that controlled acceptance of
advertising may be a useful supplementary
source of funds, especiaUy tor individual
costly programs, but not.n- appropriate
source of basic support.

The most dramaticad-inmaginative non-
governmental finan fi ous d in the
Ford Poundation's ' a|eite proposal.
The Foundation proposed creation of a
broadcasters' nonprofit satellite service, op-
erated by a non-governmental but nouproQt
corporation, largely supplanting aetwork
transmission by telephone lines and micro-
wave relay. The service would prov4leae.e
chamnels for non-communercial televisiak ad-
it would pay over a substantial portion.
the commercial broadcasters' projected av-
ings (as compared to present transmiason
technology) to support Public Broadcasting
programing.

The amounts involved are Substantial. In
its December 1, 1966 submission to the Fed-
eral Communications Commission, the Ford
Foundation estimated level annual costs of
the proposed system at $29-432 million and
that this system would replace, if in full
operation in 1970, $60-$65 million in land-
lines transmission costs incurred by com-
mercial broadcasters. Thus, at a minimum,
the annual savings in transmission costs
would be $28 million ($60 million in present
costs less $32 million for the new system)
and, at a maximum, $36 million ($65 million
less $29 million). These savings could be
divided between modest rate reductions for
commercial broadcasters and funds turned
over to Public Broadcasting. Perhaps $20 mil-
lion a year could be available for Public
Broadcasting.

The free channels to be provided under
this proposal are also of substantial value.
The Corporation for Public Broadcasting. in
July 1968, stated that present nationwide in-
ter-connection needs for Public Television, to
connect 91 points and 160 btations, com-
prise the eight hours daily from 3:00 to 11:00
p.m. AT&T estimated that such service would
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cost, at commercial rates, $8.7 million a year,
under a ten-year contract.

From the standpoint of our criteria, how
does the Ford Foundation proposal rate?

(1) As a non-governmental device paying
money over to Public Broadcasting on some
kind of formula basis and providing free
service automatically, it affords significant
insulation against political and sponsor
pressure.

(2) There is a real linkage between benefits
and payments. Commercial broadcasters re-
ceive a high-quality service at somewhat re-
duced costs (compared to present transmis-
sion systems); the remainder of the cost re-
duction is used to support Public Broadcast-
ing which commercial broadcasters, notably
the networks, have long maintained to be of
substantial benefit to them.

(3) There is strong indication that the
benefits, in money and in free service, to
Public Broadcasting will rise rapidly over
time. That is, increased utilization of the
transmission services by commercial broad-
casters will generate rising net revenues, and
Public Broadcasting itself will be able to
utilize an increasing proportion of the free
transmission service as Public Broadcasting
develops.

(4) The use of the savings from satellite
transmission for Public Broadcasting rather
than rate reductions for commercial broad-
casting can be viewed as a "tax" on broad-
casters' expenditure for interconnection cost.
An earlier study has concluded that, so
viewed, the proposal has few if any economic
drawbacks:

"Merely reducing interconnection charges
would not substantially improve the indus-
try's structure or enrich the program alterna-
tives it offers to viewers: this is what makes
the tax relatively attractive ... on economic
grounds. Using the cost-savings instead to
support ETV would do presicely what rate-
reduction would not do, and do it openly,
directly and in full measure, no need for the
far more difficult undertaking of regulating
the quality of commercial programing. It
would increase the genuine diversity of pro-
graming, and in so doing come much closer
than the industry does today to maximizig
the benefits obtained from the limited spec-
trum,:'

(5) Offsetting these advantages, the pro-
posal involves important uncertainties. There

posobfif;of successful competition from
oth1r transmission modes, and, most of all,
there is the present uncertainty whether the
proposal will be adopted at all, uncertainty
on grounds quite aside from the financing
of Public Broadcasting.

(6) The proposal clearly cannot be the
sole support of Public Broadcasting (nor
has the Ford Foundation so argued). It will
not provide more than 10 percent or so of
the money needs of Public Broadcasting at
the Carnegie Commission scale.

Conclusion
The three main non-governmental finan-

cial sources that are conceivable--subscrip-
tion television, controlled reliance on adver-
tising and the Ford Foundation satellite
proposal-each have some attractive aspects.
But subscription television and advertising
must be used sparingly, if the potential of
Public Broadcasting is to. be realized, and
this limits them severely as sources of funds.
It is difiacult to imagine circumstances in
which as much as $100 million of the $270
million needed annually could be provided
sensibly from the two sources combined. And
the satellite proposal, if deployed at full
scale, cannot add enough of the required

Joel B. Dirlam and Alfred E. Kahn, "The
Merits of Reserving the Cost-Savings from
Domestic Communications Satellites for Sup-
port of Educational Television," Yale Law
Journal, VoL 77 (January 1968), p. 519.
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revenue to obviate the need for governmental
revenue sources.

However, there is one strong argument,
aside from the inherent characteristics of
these approaches, for using them to some
extent-limited in the case of subscription
television and advertising, and all out in
the case of the Ford Foundation proposal.
Together with tax sources, they will afford a
highly desirable diversity of financial sources,
a diversity which can significantly enhance
the independence of Public Broadcasting
programing.
GOVERNMIENTAL FINANCING---TIE TRUST FUtND

APPROACH

In the discussion of governmental financ-
ing which occupies the remainder of this
study, the analysis is confined to Federal
government taxes and fiscal arrangements.
In part, this Is because most of the tax
sources under consideration clearly are un-
suited to imposition and colection by state
or local governments-for example, taxes on
broadcasting gross receipts, profits or access
to the radio spectrum. But, more generally,
proposals for state and local government
financing seem highly unrealistic, In view
of the fiscal stringencies of state-local gov-
ernments, and because the benefits from
Public Broadcasting are not confined to in-
dividual political jurisdictions or small geo-
graphic areas.

State and local governments can be ex-
pected to finance some portion of the costs
of strictly educational broadcasting in con-
nection with their support of the country's
educational system. However, even in this
connection, the case for Federal finance is
strong. It is widely argued that the Federal
government's aid to education is far too
low-that the Federal government should
provide, say, 40 percent of the costs of the
public schools rather than the 10 percent
it now provides. Broadcasting is a highly
sensible area in which to expand the Federal
role in financing education, since it avoids
the hot Issue of local control over school
operations and since the Federal govern-
ment is ideally suited to foster experimen-
tation and new technology.

Within the Federal government's financial
system, there is a well-tested device that
provides the insulation from political pres-
sures necessary for Public Broadcasting-
the trust fund approach, under which the
receipts from specified taxes are paid into
a trust fund, can be used only for purposes
stipulated in the original legislation and
are expended for these purposes on the basis
of formulas or other provisions specified in
the legislation, without going through the
regular annual Congressional appropriations
process. The trust fund approach is an old
one. It originated years ago In connection
with the Federal government's handling, as
an agent or trustee, funds which were held
not really to "belong -to" the government,
such as income from Indian-owned lands,
held in trust for these wards of the govern-
ment.

The trusteeship idea was considered appro-
priate for dealing with veterans life insur-
ance funds, when this program was estab-
lished during World War I (the funds were
considered to "belong to" policy holders, not
the government). It was extended, in mas-
sive fashion, in subsequent decades, to apply
to the finances of the Social Security, un-
employment insurance, railroad retirement
and Federal employee retirement systems, all
of which have been considered to have the
characteristics of insurance with the Federal
governments role one of holding the funds.

In reality, of course, in these cases the
Federal government does much more than
act as a trustee. The trust fund device as it
has evolved, has somewhat different pur-
poses now. First, it segregates specific taxes
(or other receipts) from general revenues
and earmarks them for a special purpose.
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Those receipts so earmarked are usually held
to have some relation to the benefits pro-
vided by expenditures from the trust fund.
Second, it assures continuity in the programs
by making the expenditure independent of
the annual appropriation process; Indeed, It
makes spending dependent on the level of
receipts or statutory formulas, rather than
appropriations action. To be sure, Congress
can change the rate of expenditure by delib-
erate action; it can increase the rate if it
raises the taxes feeding the trust fund. But
it can reduce the rate of spending only by
the politically difficult (and rare) act of
changing the basic legislation.

The Highway Trust Fund, created by legis-
lation in 1956 and'spending roughly $4 bil-
lion a year recently, is the closest parallel
to the financing of Public Broadcasting. It
was created to finance a long-range spending
program whose dimensions were set by an
independent study commission (the Clay
Commission in 1955). The tax receipts ear-
marked for the Trust Fund have two charac-
teristics. First, they are taxes on highway
users, who are also the presumed beneficiaries
of the expenditure from the fund. Second, in
combination the taxes were estimated to
produce revenues adequate to finance the
long-range program. Consequently, the an-
nual rate of expenditure from the fund was
to be approximately equal to the level of re-
ceipts from the earmarked taxes. Thus, the
financing devices provided, in addition to in-
sulation from the appropriations process,
adequacy of revenues relative to the pro-
gram intended, the year-to-year stability
needed for long-range planning and a clear
link between benefits and payments.

These are advantages that a trust fund
device for financing Public Broadcasting
should provide. Congress should establish a
trust fund, into which receipts from new spe-
cial taxes (to be discussed in the next sec-
tion) are paid; the trust fund should also be
the recipient of net proceeds from the broad-
casters' nonprofit satellite system, on a for-
mula basis--say, 90 percent of annual net
proceeds. The trust fund would then annu-
ally or quarterly pay over to Public Broad-
casting, presumably the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting, its receipts. It might be
appropriate for the trust fund to build up a
modest balance in early years, to insure
against unforeseen declines in tax receipts,
but the general rule should be that the trust
fund will be no more than a conduit, trans-
ferring receipts from those who pay the spe-
cial taxes to Public Broadcasting.

GOVERNMENT FINANCING-ANrALYSrS OF
SPECIFIC SOURCES

A number of new Federal taxes, or tax-like
revenue devices, have been proposed as pos-
sible sources of funds for Public Broadcast-
ing, to feed the proposed trust fund. In this
section, these taxes are analyzed from the
standpoint of the criteria discussed earlier.
The following revenue devices are considered:

1. A tax on gross receipts of radio and tele-
vision broadcasters.

2. A tax on the gross receipts of all FCC
long-distance communicationis licenses, in-
cluding long-distance telephone and domes-
tic and overseas telegraph, as well as broad-
casters.

3. A tax on total television advertising
outlay.

4. A tax on net profits of broadcasters.
5. A form of excess profits tax on broad-

casters, equal to some very high percentage
(say, 90 percent) of profits above some des-
ignated "fair rate or return" on capital
invested. '

6. A charge for lease of access to the radio
spectrum, levied by competitive bidding for
licenses for spectrum rights or otherwise. It
should be noted that the economic charac-
teristics of (5) and (6) are similar in a
number of ways.

7. A fiat per household radio-TV license
fee, somewhat like the British system.



October 9, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE

8. A manufacturers' excise tax on TV sets.
There have also been proposals for some

kind of high license fee on commercial broad-
casting. However, any sensible fee would be
one measured by gross receipts, net profits
or the value of access to the radio spectrum;
therefore, this is not treated here as a dis-
tinctive revenue source.

Adequacy of yield
Almost any of the eight revenue sources

listed above would have few real disadvan-
tages if imposed at very low rates. Almost any
of them would have harsh and undesirable
effects if imposed at very high rates. What
we seek is one or a small number of taxes
that can yield adequate revenue-at least
$150 million annually-if imposed at reason-
able rates.' "Reasonable" rates, for any tax
on a specific range of activities or objects, are
rates imposing liabilities for tax payments
which do not exceed these limits:

(a) the firm's or individual's tax liability
should not exceed the benefits he or It re-
ceives from the expenditure of the proceeds
of the tax; or

(b) the firm's tax liability should not ex-
ceed the value of some monopoly privilege
(like exclusive access to spectrum) that the
firm has; or

(c) tax liability should not exceed that im-
posed, by other taxes, on activities and ob-
jects which are competitive with and partial
substitutes for the activity or object in ques-
tion. For example, sales of books are subject
to retail sales taxes, at rates of 3 percent or
more, in nearly all the states, but broadcast-
ers' gross receipts or television advertising
outlay (the parallel tax bases) are not taxed
by states and cities. A 3 percent gross receipts
tax on broadcasting would do more than
equalize the tax positions of the braodcast-
ing and book publishing industries.

It is difficult to establish such limits pre-
cisely, and appraisals may differ widely. Table
1 presents some estimates (some of them very
rough) of the yield of the various taxes pro-
posed, at 1966-1967 levels of activity, at rates
considered here to be not entirely unreason-
able.

The yield figures in Table 1 are not net
yield figures. One necessary consideration is
collection costs for most of the taxes pro-
posed, these will be minor since relatively
few taxpayers (in most cases, no more than
5,000 or so) are involved and these are cor-
porations already subject to requirements for
filing tax and other information to the IRS,
the FCC, etc. But the household license fee
could involve very substantial collection
costs and obnoxious enforcement practices,
unless a considerable degree of tax evasion
were to be tolerated. Therefore, the yield
figure for this revenue source should be
heavily discounted.

Another factor to be considered is the reg-
ular Federal corporation income tax. Like
all other corporations, broadcasters pay the
regular corporation income tax; its standard
rate is 48 percent. If a new tax is imposed
and it is allowed as a deduction (as a cost of
doing business) against the regular corpora-
tion tax, it will lower the company's regular
corporation tax payments by 48 percent.
Thus, nearly half the new tax will be paid,
in effect, by the Federal Treasury, in the
form of lower corporation income tax col-
lections. The profits-based taxes (sources 4,
5 and 6) will surely reduce corporate income
tax liability substantially; the taxes based
on gross receipts may also do so, depending
on the extent to which they are shifted for-
ward to advertisers or backward to employees
and suppliers (see below). It may be ques-
tioned whether the Congress would be will-
ing to assign all the revenue anticipated to

In section 2, above, it was concluded that
non-governmental sources should not be ex-
pected to provide more than $100 million
annually, in the best of circumstances.

the trust fund, in view of this fact. If the
Congress were not willing, the yield for Pub-
lic Broadcasting would be much lower, and
the profits-based taxes would rank low from
the standpoint of adequacy of yield, rather
than high (as suggested by Table 1).

Thus, the high-ranking sources for this
criterion are the gross-receipts-type taxes:
sources 1, 2, 3 and 8.

Year-to-year stability
A revenue source may be adequate in yield

in a given year but nonetheless be highly
unsuitable to finance Public Broadcasting if
it is inherently subject to large year-to-year
fluctuations in yield. The ideal tax base for
this purpose would be one that increases each
year at a fairly predictable rate and that does
not experience large, unpredictable varia-
tions around this growth rate. An especially
undesirable tax base is one that is suscepti-
ble to relatively large year-to-year declines.

Table 2 summarizes the variability in the
bases of five of the eight revenue sources in
the 11-year period from 1955 to 1966. The five
revenue sources had fairly similar mean
(average) changes over the period, ranging
from an average yearly increase of 8.7 per-
cent to one of 11.4 percent. But they differed
greatly in the variations around these mean
changes. There was a high degree of stability
for source (2), gross reecipts of all FCC
long-distance licensees, with the average de-
viation from the mean change amounting to
less than one-fifth of the mean change; on
the basis of this record, one would expect to
be able to predict revenues from this source
within two percent of the actual results, in
most years. Sources (1) and (3), broadcast-
ing gross receipts and television advertising
outlay, exhibit only slightly more instability,
suggesting the ability to predict within a
three percent range of error.' There were no
actual declines in any of these tax bases in
any of the 11 years.

In contrast, broadcasters' profits consti-
tuted a very unstable tax base, with actual
declines in three of the 11 years (and an
even larger decline in 1967). The deviation
from the mean change was almost as large
as the mean change itself, implying that It
was as likely for the percentage increase in
profits, in any given year, to have been one
percent or 21 percent as 11 percent. This is
a wide range indeed, for any kind of long-
range planning.

This instability is inherent in the nature
of profits, which are the product of two in-
dependently varying factors-gross receipts
and expenses. The instability is even more
marked for sources (5) and (6), which are
related to "excess profits." In the nature of
things, reliable year-to-year estimates of past
performance of these hypothetical tax bases
cannot be made, and hence they do not ap-
pear in Table 2. However, some notion of the
variability in these bases can be obtained
by comparing changes in broadcasters' profits
with changes in those of all corporations,
since "excess profits" have been defined here
as the rate of return on broadcasting above
and beyond that, of other corporations.
Changes in broadcasters' profits in the 1955-
1966 period both varied more from year to
year than was the case for other corpora-
tions (the average deviation was about twice
as large, relative to the mean rate of change)
and were somewhat different in timing. It is
a reasonable guess that broadcasting "excess
profits" would have been difficult to predict
within a margin of error as wide as plus or
minus 25 percent, and that decreases in the
tax base are as frequent as increases.

Source (8), TV set production, has also
been highly unstable, but for different rea-
sons-the nature of the cycle of households'
equipping themselves with TV sets. There

If 1967 results had been included, the
variation would have been slightly higher,
since the rate of increase in TV advertising
expenditure was very small.

were steep declines in TV production after
the early 1950's, by which time ownership
of black-and-white sets was widespread.
Rapid increases occurred with the mass ad-
vent of color television, in the early and
mid-1960's. It is reasonable to anticipate de-
clines once again in coming years, followed
by some stability, until once again, there is
an important technological innovation. But
in any case, the revenue source is an unde-
pendable one.

Source (7), household licenses, is a highly
stable one, now that nearly all households
have at least one radio or TV set-the tax
base should grow at just about the rate of
household formation, about 1.5 percent a
year.

Thus, the high-ranking sources for this
criterion are the gross-receipts-type taxes
(excluding the tax on TV sets produced)-
sources 2, 1 and 3-plus the household license
fee.

Growth over time
Since Public Broadcasting expenses will

rise over time, an ideal tax base is one which
grows steadily but substantially over time.
It is almost sure to be the case that tax bases
with very high long-term growth rates will
also tend to have considerable year-to-year
instability and tax bases with slow growth
rates will be highly stable in the short run.
Thus, the most stable of the proposed tax
bases, the household license fee, has almost
no year-to-year variability, but an exceed-
ingly slow growth rate; revenues would rise
far less than costs of broadcasting, even in
a totally inflation-free economy.

At the opposite end of the growth/stability
spectrum are the "excess profits" tax bases
(5 and 6). Since broadcasters' net profits
have grown significant iimore rapidly than
the profits of corpop in general in
recent years, it is likewltt "excess profits"
have risen very sharply indeed-perhaps at
an annual rate of more than 15 P it -since
1960. But the price of this extremely rapid
growth is the extreme year-to-year instability
noted above.

The appropriate "trade-off" between
growt!' and stability is likely to be found
amo 'e ootbher five proposed tax devices,
those ohwn in Tables 2 and 3. As Table
3 shows, average annual long-term growth
rates of 8 to 10 percent may reasonably be
expected from the gross-receipts-type taxes
(sources 1-3), in a prosperous economy.
Somewhat higher growth rates are indicated
for the broadcasters' profits tax base (source
4), but with more instability. The base for
source 8, the tax on TV set production, has
not grown quite as rapidly over the entire
post-1955 period, but has shown spectacu-
larly rapid bursts of growth in more recent
years. However, the next decade may very
well be more like the 1955-1963 period, when
the tax base had no growth at all, than like
the post-1963 period. This tax base, then,
would seem to rank low on both growth and
stability criteria.

It should be noted that the 8-10 percent
annual growth rate for the gross-receipts-
type taxes is a very high growth rate. Even
if the costs of providing Public Broadcasting
services of constant quality and quantity
were to rise at a rate of 5 percent a year, this
kind of growth rate would provide financing
adequate to provide continual improvement
in Public Broadcasting services.

Effects on low-income households
It has been pointed out that some of the

proposed revenue devices may bear directly
on consumers or indirectly on them through
a chain of rises in the prices of goods heavily
advertised on commercial broadcast services.
Price rises on widely consumed goods and
services tend to burden low-income house-
holds much more heavily, relative to family
income levels, than higher-income house-
holds. For example, a 5 percent rise in the
prices of consumer goods on which families
spend $1,000 a year is $50; this is 2 percent
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of the total income of a $2,500-a-year family,
1 percent of the income of a $5,000 family
and '/4 of 1 percent of the income of a $20,000
family.

There are two issues here. First, how likely
is it that the proposed taxes will be shifted
to consumers, in reality? Second, will the
amounts be consequential? It is difficult to
be greatly exercised about the burden on
low-income families, however much heavier
in a relative sense, if the absolute amounts
are trivial, amounts like $5 a year per fam-
ily.'

Let us deal with the more obvious cases
first. Both economic reasoning and empirical
studies done in other connections strongly
indicate that taxes on corporate profits in
general, and even more so, on profits of par-
ticular industries, u will not be passed on to
consumers in the form of higher prices. In-
stead, the taxes will reduce corporate profits
and/or reduce the earnings of some or all of
those engaged in the taxed industry (in this
case, an industry whose participants tend to
have earnings well above the national aver-
ages). This would be even more true for
"excess-profits"-based taxes, designed to ex-
tract the excess return to the industry made
possible by the monopoly character of access
to spectrum.

In contrast, the household license fee
would fall directly on consumers and dis-
proportionately burden low-income ._house-
holds. Similarly, it is highly likely that a
manufacturers' excise on TV set production
would be fully passed on to consumers in
the form of higher prices; the 1965 reduc-
tions in Federal excises on TV set (and
many other floods) were fully and quickly
passed on to consumers in the form of
price reductions · This, too, would dispro-
portionately affect low-income households.
But in both cases, the amounts are low-
$3 a household in the case of the license
fee and less than $10 a set in the case of the
TV set tax, in nearly all instances. The
amounts seem too small to consider a seri-
ous burden. However, it can be argued that
ownership and use of TV sets can pro-
vide so great a potential enrichment in the
lives of the poor and the disadvantaged that
TV ownership should not be discouraged, no
matter how slightly.

Sources (1) and (3), the gross receipts
taxes on broadcasters and on television ad-
vertising outlays, respectively, could burden
lo*Waome famnliliea only if passed on to
o;nsumers in the form of higher prices for
products that are heavily advertised on radio
and television. If this happened, low-income
families would be hit, since the products that
do account for the bulk of broadcast reve-
nues-automobiles, beer, costmetics, tobac-
co, soap and detergents, proprietary drugs-
are relatively more important in the bud-
gets of low-income families. Again here,
the absolute amounts are relatively small;
but more important, it seems rather unlikely
that the bulk of the tax would be shifted
forward to consumers.

Any tax on a specific type of activity for
which there are reasonably close substitutes
tends not to be shifted forward in the form

4Roughly 10 million low-income American
households currently receive government as-
sistance through welfare, social security, and
the like, at an annual cost of $40 billion. If all
of them were burdened to the extent of $5 a
year by the proposed taxes, the total burden
of $50 million a year could be offset by an in-
crease in income-maintenance payments of
only one-eighth of one percent.

5 Excluding public utilities whose prices or
rates are set by administrative regulation
and limited to a "fair rate of return."

'See Oswald Brownlee and George L. Per-
ry, "The Effects of the 1965 Federal Excise
Tax Reduction on Prices," National Tax
Journal, vol. 20 (September 1967), pp. 235-
249.
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of higher prices. If there is an attempt by
the taxed industry or activity to raise prices,
its immediate customers will tend to avail
themselves of the substitute services. In the
case of commercial broadcasting and televi-
sion advertising, there is no reason to be-
lieve that the charges now imposed for time,
program services, agency commissions and
the like, are below the maximums that can
be extracted from the firms doing the ad-
vertising. Higher charges, imposed in
response to a new gross receipts tax, would
tend to divert advertising to non-broadcast
media and/or to cause advertisers to recon-
sider their total advertising budgets; after
all, there is some price at which the sales
and profits generated by the marginal
amount of advertising expenditure are less
than that expenditure.s

Source (2), the tax on all long-distance
licensees, has a somewhat different character
in this respect. There is little doubt that the
FCC would permit the regulated carriers to
pass on the new tax in the form of higher
rates. But low-income households are very
minor direct consumers of long distance tele-
phone and telegraph service. The principal
direct users are business organizations, and
they would tend to pass on their higher com-
munications costs to customers. However,
this would reach low-income families in a
very muted fashion, having been diffused
throughout the economy. If the tax burden
could be traced through the diffusion process,
it Is a reasonable guess that the burden on
low-income families would be no more than
$1 or $2 a year.

Thus, the problem of regressivity does not
seem a serious one, for any of the proposed
revenue devices, although it is marginally
worse for the taxes (sources 7 and 8) re-
lated to TV set ownership. There is a more
general point here: while it is good public
policy to avoid harshly burdening low-in-
come families, it Js bad and inefficient public
policy to require every revenue measure to
avoid any degree of regressivity, however
trivial. The way to help low-income families
is to improve their employment prospects
and directly ensure them a minimum income
level, not to twist every Institution, however
remotely related, to this end.

Other economic effects
Most economists agree that a tax is su-

perior on economic grounds, other things be-
ing equal, if it is more or less neutral-that
is, if it alters economic behavior (from the
pre-tax situation) as little as possible. If a
tax must be unneutral economically, then
it should be unneutral in ways which offset
other "distortions" in the economy, rather
than reinforcing such distortions.

By definition, sources (5) and (6), the ex-
cess profits tax and charges for lease of ac-
cess to spectrum, are economically neutral.
That Is, the tax or charge would siphon off,
for Public Broadcasting, profits above and
beyond the levels needed to sustain the cur-
rent level of investment and output in com-
mercian broadcasting. Broadcasting com-
panies and their stockholders would be less
well-off, but they would have no rational
basis for changing their economic behavior,
since they could not become better off by so
doing.

There is one minor exception to this. A
conventional excess profits tax (of the World
War II and Korean War variety) imposed at
very high rates tends to encourage extrava-
gance in operations, since the Treasury in
effect pays nearly all the cost of added ex-
penses. Some system of competitive bidding

7This position agrees with the conclusion
expressed by Dirlam and Kahn in their study
of the economic effects of the Ford Founda-
tion satellite proposal (Yale Law Journal,
Vol. 77, p. 503); they believe that the gross
receipts tax might actually lower to adver-
tisers.
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for licenses for access to spectrum -could
avoid this drawback, since once the lease
charge has been committed broadcasters con-
tinue to have incentives to minimize costs
and maximize profits net of the least charge.

It was concluded earlier that the burden
of taxes (1), (3) and (4), on broadcasting
revenues, television advertising outlay and
broadcasters' profits, respectively, is likely
to fall on broadcasters' profits and/or the
earnings of the participants In the broad-
casting and advertising industries. To a con-
siderable extent, these, too are neutral in
their economic effects. The monopoly
elements In commercial television, that is,
exclusive access to desirable parts of the ra-
dio spectrum, produce monopoly returns
which are likely to be shared by broadcast-
ing firms and by the other participants in
the industry-artists, technicians, suppliers,
advertising agencies, etc.-with the sharing
dependent on how scarce the specialized
talents of the participants are, how strongly
unionized they, are and similar conditions.
The burden of a tax on broadcasters' profits
will fall partly on such "factor inputs." The
burden of a tax on broadcasting gross re-
ceipts or advertising outlay will fall even
more on "factor inputs," reducing their
earnings.

This is economically neutral to the ex-
tent that "factor inputs" remain better re-
warded than in any other conceivable em-
ployment, even after the reduced earnings.
But even if there is some unneutrality, this
may be no bad thing, to be cold-blooded

-about it. If broadcasters' or advertising
firms' costs, including the new taxes; go up
while revenue remains the same, this would
tend to encourage economizing throughout
the industry, reducing the notorious extra-
vagance and inefficiency in the broadcast-
ing/advertising productive process. Such
cost reductions will release resources for
other uses. Since commercial and non-com-
mercial broadcasting compete for similar
types of manpower and other resources, this
will tend to reduce the cost of "factor in-
puts" for Public Broadcasting, a consum-
mation devoutly to be wished.

The proposed tax on all long-distance
licensees, n its effects on telephone and tele-
graph carriers, involves undesirable, al-
though relatively minor, economic unneu-
trallties. Communications common carriers
tend to be heavily taxed even now, with a
Federal excise, special state gross receipts
taxes on utilities in many states and heavy
local property taxes in most states. An added
Federal tax, for Public Broadcasting, would
tend to further encourage the already visible
diversions to private communications sys-
tems. Moreover, these taxes are unneutral
among communications-using industries,
raising costs especially for those to whom
long-distance communications service is a
relatively important cost of doing business;
many types of financial finns have this char-
acteristic. The economic consequences are
small but real.

Similarly, there are small but real distor-
tions in sources (7) and (8), the household
license and manufacturers excise, respec-
tively. They increase the cost of TV set own-
ership vis-a-vis other entertainment and
communications services. But, in these in-
stances, the tax or charge is offset by the
fact that the use of the proceeds of the
revenue device, for Public Broadcasting, di-
rectly and clearly benefits those who pay the
tax, set owners. No one is likely to forego
ownership of a TV set, unless he is very poor,
even if the tax or charge is a very high one,
if at the same time, the quantity and quality
of available programing is dramatically im-
proved.

Link with benefits
This brings us to the final criterion in our

analysis, the extent to which each of the pro-
posed revenue devices would be paid by firms
and individuals who in turn would benefit
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from use of the proceeds for Public Broad-
casting. Clearly, any tax borne largely by TV
set owners, like sources (7) and (8) ranks
high on this score. TV viewers collectively
benefit from improved Public Broadcasting;
they cannot generate such benefits except
through governmental action to raise the
necessary revenue. Therefore, in imposing
such a tax, the Federal government is truly
acting as an agent for set owners.

If any of the other proposed taxes were
passed on to consumers as a group, 95 per-
cent of whom are TV set owners, that tax
could be justified on a benefits-linkage basis.
As we have seen, this does not seem likely.
Are there other benefit-type-characteristics,
even if less direct and obvious? One might be
found in the frequent assertions by some
commercial broadcasters, that commercial
broadcasting will benefit in a variety of ways
(competitive stimulus, innovations in pro-
graming, relief from ill-defined public service
obligations, etc.) from a healthy Public
Broadcasting system. To the extent this is
so (that is, to the extent such assertions can
be taken at face value), then any of the
taxes on broadcasting per se (sources 1, 4, 5
and 6) rates high on the benefits-linkage
criterion. But working in the other direction
is the fact that a large-scale Public Broad-
casting system will be competing for re-
sources and for audience with commercial
broadcasting, tending to dilute broadcasters'
revenue, raise their costs and disadvantage
advertisers generally.

Another type of benefit argument relates
not to the use of the proceeds for Public
Broadcasting, but to the rationale for cer-
tain kinds of taxes regardless of how the
funds are used. This is the argument that
government activities benefit the commnuni-
cations industries in a special way, and
therefore they can justifiably be taxed to
recoup part of the net benefits for public
uses. One aspect of this has been noted
earlier: taxation to recoup the monopoly
profits from exclusive access to spectrum.

This might be extended, in the case of
source (6), lease of access to spectrum, to
say that if access was by competitive bidding
for licenses (rather than granted free of
charge), the communications industry would
benefit, along with the whole country; from
'a more rational allocation of this scarce
resource. However, commercial broadcasting
would scarcely benefit if the competition for
channels, within an auction system, were
severely limited by zone; broadcasters would
simply be bidding against one another for
frequencies within the zones presently as-
signed to broadcasting. The industry, on the
other hand, would benefit greatly if it could

bid away frequency from the low priority
users of the present non-broadcasting seg-
ments of the radio spectrum.8

It is true that Federal government re-
search and development efforts over the
years have made significant contributions
to communications technology. However, it
is not at all clear that the communications
industries have beneflitted from Federal re-
search and development spending so much
more than other industries that the com-
munications industries should be called
upon to pay special taxes, alone among
American industries, on this score. Moreover,
the impact of Federal R and D efforts has
been highly uneven among communications
firms and industries. Some of them, like the
Bell System, originate nearly all their tech-
nological innovations from their own R and
D work; and it may be questioned whether
the Bell System will truly benefit from satel-
lite technology, if this technology leads to
the reduction in telephone revenue implicit
in the Ford Foundation satellite proposal.

Thus, the argument that there is a bene-
fits-linkage character to taxes on the com-
munications 'industries, like source (2), is
at best no more than superficially plausible;
at worst, the argument is just plain wrong.
In short, aside from the taxes on set own-
ers (sources 7 and 8), none of our proposed
revenue sources rates high, without real res-
ervations, on the benefits-linkage criterion.

RECOMMENDATION
Although sources (7) and (8) do well on

the benefit criterion, they rank low by most
other standards. This can be seen in Table 4,
where the analysis in the preceding section
is summarized in the form of cryptic ratings.
The sources related to profits (4, 5 and 6)
also would seem to be unsuitable as the pri-
mary financial base for Public Broadcasting,
in view of their low or questionable revenue
yields and high degree of year-to-year in-
stability.

In contrast, the gross-receipts-type of
taxes (sources 1, 2 and 3) have most of the
appropriate revenue yield characteristics;
any of them could be a stable, growing and
reasonably adequate basis for the long-term
financing of Public Broadcasting. In %tgst
respects, sources (1) and (3), the taxes on
broadcasting gross receipts and television
advertising outlay, respectively, are similar
in their characteristics, but the former is

8For an extensive discussion of this type
of issue, see William K. Jones, "Use and
Regulation of the Radio Spectrum: Report
on a Conference," in The Readio Spectrum:
Its Use and Regulation (Brookings Insti-
tution and Resources for the Future, 1968).

marginally superior on benefits grounds and
is probably administratively superior as well.
The broad-based long distance communica-
tions tax (source 2) rates somewhat below
these two, since it has (minor) adverse eco-
nomic effects and no real benefits justifica-
tion.

The preferred package
Thus, the proposed tax on commercial

broadcasting gross receipts appears to afford
the best "trade-offs" among the characteris-
tics an ideal tax should have. However, there
is a strong case, connected not with Public
Broadcasting but with efficiency in the allo-
cation of resources, for some system of charg-
ing for access to spectrum. It is not unrea-
sonable to assign such revenues to Public
Broadcasting as a supplemental source of
funds.

The recommended package of financing
proposals includes these two Federal gov-
ernment revenue sources:

1. A tax on commercial broadcasting gross
receipts, at a rate of perhaps 4 percent yield-
ing over $120 million annually, to be assigned
to the proposed trust fund.

2. Some system of charging for access to
spectrum, designed to yield at least $50 mil-
lion a year, to be assigned to the proposed
trust fund.

In addition, supplementary financing
should be obtained from these non-govern-
mental sources:

(a) Establishment of the Ford Founda-
tion's proposed broadcasters' nonprofit satel-
lite system, with 90 percent of its net pro-
ceeds assigned to the proposed trust fund,
yielding $20 million a year in money and
substantial benefits in the value of free in-
terconnection services.

(b) Authority for Public Broadcasters to
accept advertising, lrl opr iate limits
and controls.

(c) Authority for Pulte4 easters to
experiment with subscription t on.

In total, this package is capabea of provid-
ing funds at the recommended $270 million
annual level. lRever, the individual pro-
posals are not eq4ivalent in inherent merit,
nor can they be instituted with equal speed.
The best components of the package, from
the standpoint of inherent merit, are the
gross receipts tax and the satellite system.
The components most amenable to speedy
action are the gross receipts tax and the ac-
ceptance of advertising on a limited basis.
In the light of this, the highest priority at-
taches to creation of the trust fund and
adoption of the gross receipts tax, to provide
substantial financing of Public Broadcasting
while the other features of the program are
being developed and converted into reality.

TABLE 1.-ESTIMATED YIELD OF PROPOSED REVENUE SOURCES, AT ILLUSTRATIVE TAX RATES

Estimated Estimated
tax base tax base
1966-6t Illustrative Yield 1966-67 Illustrative Yield

Revenue source levels tax rate (millions) Revenue source levels tax rate (millions)

1. Broadcasting gross receipts .-.. $. - 53,100, 000, 000 4 percent..... $124 5. Excess profits tax on broadcasting .---..-. $200, 000, 000 90 t $180
2. Gross receipts, FCC long-distance licenses 6. Lease of access to spectrum -......... 200,000,000 2 9 it-. . 180

(including broadcastingbroadcasting)- 9,000,000000 2 percent ... 180 7. Household licensee fee (50,000,000 house- .. $3. .... 150
3. Tevelvision advertising outlay ------ 2,800,000,000 4 percent --- 112 holds).
4. Broadcasters' net profits (before Federal 8. Manufacturers' excise on TV sets --...-.. s 2, 500, 000, 000 5 percent ... 125

income tax) ......-...... . -600, 000, 000 15 percent.... 90

* According to Internal Revenue Service data from corporation income tax returns, net income as 2 The value of access to spectrum is assumed to be equal to broadcaste rs' "excess profits, " with
a percent of total assets less accumulated depreciation in broadcasting is roughly twice as high as 90 percent of this value recouped by competitive bidding for licenses or otherwise.

that for all nonfinancial corporations and roughly 50 percent higher than for all other communica- a The retail value of TV set production in 1966 was $3,700,000,000.
tions industries. The nature of these data indicate that this relatively understates the "excess
profits" in broadcasting. However, for this table, it is assumed that "excess profits" equal ~4 of Note: Estimates are based on FCC data and data from Statistical Abstract of the United States,
total profits, to bring broadcasting in line with the rates of return in the rest of the communications except where otherwise indicated.
industry.
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TABLE 2.-YEAR-TO-YEAR STABILITY OF TAX BASES FOR PROPOSED REVENUE SOURCES, 1955-66

Average deviation from Average deviation from
mean change Number of mean change Number of

Mean years in Mean years in
annual In percent- As percent which annual In percent. As percent which
change age points of mean decline change age points of mean decline

Revenue source (tax base) percent change occurred Revenue source (tax base) percent change occurred

1. Broadcasting gross receipts -.......... +9. 0 2. 7 30 0 4. Broadcasters' net profits (before Fed-
2. Gross receipts, FCC long-distance eral income tax) .-.... +11.4 10.7 94 3

licensees (including broadcasting)..-- +8.7 1.6 18 0 8. Retail value, TV set production-: . +9. 2 18.1 196 4
3. Television advertising outlay .-..... +9. 5 2.9 31 0

Note: Based on FCC data and data from "Statistical Abstract of the United States"; partly
estimated.

TABLE 3.-AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES OF TAX BASES FOR PROPOSED REVENUE SOURCES FOR SELECTED PERIODS (PERCENT)

Revenue source (tax base) 1963-66 1960-66 1955-66 I Revenue source (tax base) 1963-66 1960-66 1955-66

1. Broadcasting gross receipts ..-.. ...... 10.5 8.7 8. 9 4. Broadcasters' net profits (before Federal in-
2. Gross receipts, FCC long-distance licensees cometax) -........... - - 13.9 12.5 10.6

(including broadcasting) .-..... 10. 3 8.7 8.7 8.- Retail value, TV set production .-..... .. 30.7 19.8 7.2
3. Television advertising outlay ..-... 10.8 9.7 9.4

These figures differ slightly from the analogous ones shown in table 2; the table 2 data are Note: Based on FCC data and data from "Statistical Abstract of the United States."
simple unweighted averages of 11 year-to-year changes whereas the data in this table have been
calculated on the basis of the compound interest formula and represent true average long-term
growth rates.

TABLE 4.-SUMMARY RATING OF PROPOSED REVENUE SOURCES

Criteria Criteria

Adequacy Year-to- Long- Other Adequacy Year-to- Long- Other
of year term Regres- economic Benefit of year term Regres- economic Benefit

Revenue source yield stabiity growth ' iity effects inkage Revenue source yield stability growth sivity effects inkage

1. Broadcasting gross 4. Broadcasters' net
receipts ---.-..- - X -X X X X () profits (before

2. Gross receipts, FCC Federal income tax) ... 0 0 X X X (I
long-distance licensees - 5. Excess profits tax on
including broad- broadcasting - (.) O X X X (
casting) ....... X X X X O 0 6. Lease of access to

3. Television advertising spectrum -.--- (- ) O X X X (X)
outlay------------ X X X * X 0 7. Household license fee -.. 0 X O O () X

8 Manufacturers' excise on
TV sets ... . . ........ X 0 0 0 ( X

s Unecertain, Minor adverse effects, fully offset by benefit linkage (see text).
2 High rating, if access rights across the whole spectrum were auctioned; low rating if auctioned
ithin zones (see text). Note: X=rates high on this criterion. O=rates low on this criterion.

(NOTe.-Dr. Dick Netzer, author of the
National Citizens Committee for Broadcast-
ing's Long-Range Financing of Public
Broadcastihg, is Professor of Economics and
He,-A .AI-University Department of Eco-
n:lea, New York Unlversity. Effective May
I, 1969, Dr. Netzer will be Dean of the Uni-
'tersity's Graduate School of' Public Admin-

istratlon,
(From 1948 to 196&, Dr. Netzer was suc-

cessively Economist. Senior Economist and
Assistant Vice President at the Federal Re-

serve Bank in Chicago, engaged in economic
research. He Was a Professor of Public Fi-
nance, G laduAte School of Public Admin-
istration, N-T, before his present appoint-
ment. He directed NYU's work for the Tem-
porary Commission on New York City FI-
nances, which provided the background for
New York's tax reform program in 1966.

(Dr. Netzer has been a consultant to the-
Government of Colombia, the Puerto Rico
Planning Board, the Institute of Public Ad-
ministration, the Ford Foundation, the Com-
mittee for Economic Development, the Down-
town-Lower Manhattan Association, the Ad-
visory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, the Connecticut Legislature, the
Nassau-Suffolk BI-County Planning Board,
and the Minneapolis Mayor's Tax Study
Committee.

(He is Chairman of the Inter-University
Committee on Urban Economics. He is also

a member of the Research Advisory Board
of the U.S. Economic Development Admin-
istration, the Advisory Committee on Gov-
ernment Statistics of the U.S. Bureau of the
Census, the Advisory Council to the Joint
Legislative Committee on Metropolitan and
Regional Areas Study, State of New York,
and the Mayor's Fiscal Advisory Committee,
New York City.

(Among his principal works are Economics
of the Property Tax (Brookings Institution,
1966), Financing Government in New York
City (NYU Report to the Schwulst Commis-
sion, 1966), Impact of the Property Tax: Its
Economic Implications for Urban Problems
(Congress of the United States, Joint Eco-

nomic Committee Print, May 1968), and
Iss'ues in rJban. Economies (Johns Hopkins
Press, 1968)i- He I8 co-author of Public Serv-
ices in- Older Cities (Regional Plan Associa-
tion, 1968y, and Economic Aspects of Sub-
urban Development (State University of New
York, 1969).

(Dr. Netzer received a B.A. degree from the
University of Wisconsin and M.A. and Ph.D.
degrees from Harvard University.)

Mr. Chairman, I will ask the chairman
whether or not in view of what has oc-
curred during the debate today, he will
hold hearings on the question of per-
manent financing so that the citizens'
money will not be required for this pur-
pose, when the media that are earning
the money, and the manufacturers that
are earning the money can be given an
opportunity to contribute toward the cost
of educational TV?

I appreciate that the gentleman who
is the chairman of the subcommittee
made that commitment.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
I should like to call attention to the
record, to show I said we have already

considered that and asked questions of
the Public Broadcasting people when
they came before us. I repeated that we
would do so again. There was no specific
statement that specific hearings would
be held on that very small point.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. The only reason I
mention that fact In connection with the
gentleman's statement is that the con-
gressional declaration of policy did not
have a word in it on that subject.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

In closing the debate I should like to
point out that the National Commission
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence
Issued its statements on violence in tele-
vision entertainment programs on Sep-
tember 23. The Chairman of the Com-
mission is Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower.

The report as I noted earlier states:
We believe, as the Public Broadcasting Act

of 1967 states, that it furthers the general
welfare to encourage non-commercial edu-
cational radio and television broadcast pro-
gramming.

The Commission recommended that
public broadcasting be implemented, as-
sisted, and supported.

The gentleman from Ohio brought up
the question of why we come back for
further funding of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting. It has been in exist-
ence and has been operating for about a
year, but has not had a President until
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this year, 1969. Certainly they had to
have a President before they could get
fully operative.

The money that was appropriated for
fiscal year 1969, $5 million, has been ob-
ligated, as Mr. Macy said when he came
before our committee, and in addition,
some $2 million from private sources.

They submitted a program for this
fiscal year which would require $20 mil-
lion in Federal funds. I should note that
$20 million is contained in the Senate-
passed bill, S. 1242.

They outlined how the $20 million
could be used. They have drawn up their
program for the $20 million, not $10
million.

As I say, $20 million passed the Sen-
ate. The Corporation ought to be given
this opportunity.

There is no way they can complete
this program which has been outlined
for us unless they do have this full $20
million we have in here today.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. My comment
was that we did not agree on the effec-
tiveness of that presentation about the
use of the funds. I thought the testi-
mony was fairly limp. I do hope we will
find another method of financing.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

The Speaker assumed the chair.
The SPEAKER. The Chair will receive

a message.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
A message in writing from the Presi-

dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills and
a joint resolution of the House of the
following titles:

On September 29, 1969:
H.R. 4658. An act for the relief of Bernard

L. Coulter;
H.R. 11582. An act making appropriations

for the Treasury and Post Office Departments,
the Executive Office of the President, and
certain independent agencies, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.J. Res. 775. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to award, in the name of Con-
gress, Congressional Space Medals of Honor
to those astronauts whose particular efforts
and contributions to the welfare of the Na-
tion and of mankind have been exceptionally
meritorious.

On October 1, 1969:
H.R. 6508. An act to provide additional as-

sistance for the reconstruction of areas dam-
aged by major disasters; and

H.R. 9526. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act
to provide that employer contributions do
not have to be made under that act with re-
spect to service performed in the employ of
certain public international organizations.

The SPEAKER. The Committee will
resume its sitting.

EXTENDING ASSISTANCE FOR PUB-
LIC BROADCASTING FACILdTIMS
AND CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC
BROADCASTING
The Committee resumed its sitting.
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.

Chairman, we are all familiar with the
failures of commercial television to serve
many of the needs of our people, and, I
hope, we are also familiar with the ex-
cellent job now being performed by pub-
lic broadcasting to fill the huge gaps left
by commercial broadcasting.

It is necessary, I believe, that we in-
sure that public broadcasting has a
sound financial foundation on which to
build its services. H.R. 7737, which au-
thorizes $15 million a year for 3 years
for public broadcasting and $20 million
for the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting, will provide that foundation.

In my opinion the amounts authorized
are but a minimum, if the American
public is to have the information it so
desperately needs.

The need for public broadcasting is-
great. I would hope this House will meet
that need.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Educational Television
and Radio Amendments of 1969.

Public educational broadcasting has
the potential of becoming a major seg-
ment of our educational system in Amer-
ica. For too many years now we have
allowed public educational broadcasting
to take a back seat. Today, we have be-
gun to fully realize how powerful this
media is in influencing the thitng of
all our people, especially our preschool
children. We cannot continue to let this
important educational tool go unused.
H.R. 7737 amends the Communications
Act of 1934 by extending its provisions to
grants for construction of educational
television or radio brdecasting facili-
ties.

It also contains provisions relating to
support of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting. The Educational Televi-
sion and Radio Amendments of 1969 au-
thorize an appropriation of $15 million
each for fiscal years 1971, 1972, and 1973.
This money is for construction of non-
commercial educational radio and tele-
vision outlets. It also provides for a
1-year extension of financing of the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting in the
sum of $20 million for fiscal year 1970.

Anyone who has seen some of the fine
shows that are now being produced by
educational radio and television for
children in and out of school can appre-
ciate the enormous possibilities it pre-
sents.

Educational broadcasting has made
immense progress in less than a decade.
H.R. 7737 is essential to continue this
progress. Unless we provide the money
and the backing, channels will go un-
used and talents will go wasted. We have
the power to see that educational broad-
casting reaches full fruition, H.R. 7737
is a step in this direction.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 7737. For the Federal

Government to be in the broadcasting
business, directly or indirectly, is no dif-
ferent from its being in the newspaper
business or, for that matter, going into
commercial movie business. A controlled
press is recognized as a threat to free-
dom and so must be a controlled public
broadcasting system. Official Govern-
ment radio and television in other coun-
tries, as opposed to free enterprise radio
and television, have never proven super-
ior to private enterprise.

The public broadcasting can be ex-
pected to promote, in large part,. ma-
terial which could not obtain a sponsor
because it is unsalable, and sponsors
could ill-afford to be linked with it. The
sponsors, as businessmen who are sell-
ing a competitive product to the public,
understand what the people want as op-
posed to what the bureaucrats, who have
all the answers, think the people need.

By way of confirming the threat to
free thuoght, the committee report in-
dicates that there already has been es-
tablished an Advisory Committee of na-
tional organizations to determine the
range of interest to be served by public
broadcasting throughtout the United
States. A cursory glimpse at the Advisory
Board offers no satisfaction that it rep-
resents any cross-section of the Ameri-
can people. In fact, the majority of the
organizations listed, are highly contro-
versial and exist primarily for the pur-
pose of influencing public opinion and
political action.

I insert a list of the Advisory Com-
mittee at this point in my remarks:

To assist it in determining the range of
interests to be served by public broadcast-
ing in communiti throughout the United
States, CPB hai tablished an Advisory
Committee of N I Organizations. The
Advisory Committee reseilty -onsists of-

American Association of University Women.
Consumer Federation of America.
Boy Scouts of America.
General Federation of Women's ClubS.
National Association for the Advancement

of Colored People.
National Conference of Christians and

Jews.
National Council of Churches.
National Council of Senior Citizens.
National Congress of PTAs.
National League of Cities.
National Conference of Mayors.
National 4-H Club Foundation.
National Education Association.
National Wildlife Federation.
National Audubon Society.
U.S. Jaycees.
National Catholic Office for Radio and

Television.
League of Women Voters.

An appealing argument is made that
one of the assets to this public broadcast-
ing program is to be the praisworthy dis-
semination of education and culture. The
unanswered question is "Whose culture,
and education in what? Who is to de-
cide?"

It appears that we are well underway
in creating a monster domestic prop-
aganda agency paid for, but not con-
trolled by, the American people.
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Within my memory a similar machine

headed by Dr. Joseph Goebbels was In-
strumental in misleading the German
people. Hitler bragged that by being able
to control the minds of the German youth
he could change the destiny of the world.

Mr; Chairman, we do not need to re-
peat that mistake.

Frequent complaints on programing
are already received from viewers of
CBS, NBC, and ABC networks which
must rely on popular support and spon-
sorship to be able to continue. If the
American consumers, voting with their
dollars, are unable to modify or effec-
tively direct the policies of free enter-
prise television, how can anyone be naive
enough to think that the citizens will
have any voice of protest over an out-of-
control, gigantic, tax-supported broad-
casting bureaucracy.

In enacting longterm legislation, we
must remember that we are creating
something that will survive us and cur-
rent personalities.

A previous Congress has struck down
literacy qualifications for voters in some
States, based largely on the argument
that Americans learn of public affairs
from television and do not need to read
to form political opinions.

Congress later enacted laws requiring
that all television sets manufactured be
capable of receiving the UHF bands, al-
though there was no public demand for
such sets. This step was intended to en-
courage a proliferation of UHF stations
which have never been economically
feasible. The third step now provides
programing for these stations to use in
the indoctrination of uneducated voters.

We have already seen Government
censorship of private enterprise pro-
graming in cases wiere license renew-
als were challenged by individuals who
die:t approve of local programing.
-:j~ Is apparent that the ultimate ob-
j-ctive is the total control of radio and
ltelevision broadcasting and the sic-
ing of free enterprise in this area.

There only remains then to revoke the
licenses of the free enterprise television.
Full centralized thought control is then
but a matter of time.

If the first amendment will not pro-
tect broadcasting from tax-subsidized
Government competition, newspapers
may expect to find themselves the next
victims of communications control.

Mr. Chairman, like all of our col-
leagues, I believe in education and want
to do everything possible to make edu-
cation available to our children. But I
also realize that merely labeling some-
thing "education" does not make it edu-
cation. There is a difference between ed-
ucation and Indoctrination. This bill,
H.R. 7737, provides the vehicle for in-
doctrination disguised as education and
I must oppose it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 7737
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the "Educational Televi-
sion and Radio Amendments of 1969."

FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION OF CONSTRUCTION
PROV1SIONS

SEC. 2. (a) Section 391 of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 391) is amended
by striking out "and" before "$15,000,000'
and by Inserting before the period at the end

'thereof ", and such sums as may be neces-
sary for each of he next five fiscal years".

(b) The last sentence of such section is
amended by striking out "July 1, 1971" and
inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1976".
ONE-YEAR EXTENSON OF FINANCING OF COR-

PORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING
SEC. 3. (a) Paragraph (1) of subsection

(k) of section 396 of the Communications
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 396) is amended by
inserting ", and for the next fiscal year the
sum of $20,000,000" after "$9,000,000".

(b) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is
amended by inserting "or the next fiscal
year" after "June 30, 1969,".

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the bill be dis-
pensed with, and that the bill be printed
in the RECORD and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.
COMAflrTEE AMWENENT

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Committee amendment: On page 1, strike

out line 5 and all that follows through line
S on page 2 and insert the following:

"TTHREE-YEAR AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC
BROADCASTING FACILITIES

"SEc. 2. (a) Section 391 of the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 391) is amended
by inserting after the second sentence the
followang new sentence: 'There are alsO au-
thorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, and for each of the two
succeeding fiscal years, $15,000,000 per fiscal
year.'

"(b) The last sentence of such section is
amended by striking out 'July 1, 1971' and
inserting in lieu 'July 1, 1974'."

The committee amendment was
agreed.

ALENDMENT O'ERE5 BY MR. BUTrroN

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk reads as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BUTTIrON: Insert

after line 22 of page 2, after the period fol-
lowing "$9,000,000," the following: "No less
than fifty percent of such funds shall be
allocated to the various public television sta-
tions in the form of unrestricted direct grants
for station operations."

(Mr. BU2TTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I pro-
pose the amendment of H.R. 7737 to state
that a minimum of 50 percent of the
funds appropriated to the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting shall be allo-
cated to the public television stations
across the country in the form of un-
restricted direct grants for station
operations.

There are some 180 public television
stations in operation. In most cases, the
local station in your district does not

have sufficient operating funds to per-
form the service which it should for your
constituents. For example, the public
television station in my district has just
been forced to reduce its operating staff
by 25 percent because of lack of funds.

The amount which would be available
to these stations under the percentage
formula which I urge would increase the
direct allocation to each station from the
$10,000 of the past year to approximately
$50,000.

My amendment would guarantee that
a substantial part of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting funds will help al-
leviate that problem. It would not pre-
empt the administrative authority of the
Corporation, for the Corporation would
still have complete control over the other
50 percent of the funds. And, in addition,
the Corporation would decide on the
manner of distribution of the funds that
go to the station as direct unrestricted
grants.

As all of you know, your local station
has struggled and is still struggling fi-
nancially. There is little hope of any
breakthrough unless substantial unre-
stricted funds are made available
through the Corporation. We should pro-
vide the mechanism that insures this,
and we have the opportunity in this
amendment.

A national program service is impor-
tant, but the local stations have an
equally important-if not more impor-
tant-role to play in providing locally
originated programs for the area they
serve.

Without a great increase in Federal
aid, local program production will con-
tinue to be marginal, if it exists, at all.

While a certain amount of the Corpo-
ration's funds did get to the local sta-
tions last year, much of it was the result
of the local station submitting a specific
proposal for a program project, and then
the decision to make the grant was made
by someone at CPB in New York or
Washington. Under the present arrange-
ment, the CPB can dictate that local sta-
tions must produce an opera if they wish
a certain allocation of CPB funds; or,
on the other hand, there is programing
of a "national youth show" instead of
allocations which would make possible
youth programs at the local level. More.
and more, under existing circumstances,
our local public television stations are
mere pipelines for CPB policy.

I believe that it is imperative that the
local stations maintain complete auton-
omy in what they produce locally. At the
same time, they should continue to quali-
fy for Federal aid.

I ask for your support for this amend-
ment which will insure that substantial
funds are made available to the station
in your district for its local operations.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think that we can
vote on this amendment very shortly, and
I shall only speak for a moment or so.

I think that this amendment hits at
the very heart of that which we have
sought to do, and that Is to make the
Corporation independent.
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In addition, if we were to require the
Corporation to spend 50 percent of its
funds for station operations, it would not
have any money left to do the job we
seek; namely, to develop programs for
public broadcasting stations and pro-
mote interconnection of those stations.

So I urge that the amendment be
defeated.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the chair-
man in what he said in that this would
alter the whole purpose of this bill and
this would bring about the very thing
the gentleman from Iowa pointed out,
and that is that we would thus be giv-
ing direct funds for the support of TV
stations, and we have no intention of
doing this. This matter has been up be-
fore the Committee twice and has been
defeated twice.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BUTTON).

The amendment was rejected.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,

I move to strike the last word in order
to explain the motion to recommit.

Mr. Chairman, I will offer the motion
to recommit and it will be a recommital
to cut from $20 to $10 million the funds
for the Public Broadcasting Corporation
which go into programing. It will not
cut the funds which go into construction
of facilities development under the pro-
posal of the legislation The motion to
recommit is at the desk, and if there are
any questions, I will be glad to answer
them, but that will be the motion to
recommit.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BOLLING)
having assumed the chair, Mr. GALLA-
GHER, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
reported that that Committee, having

.had under consideration the bill (H.R.
7737) to amend the Communications Act
of 1934 by extending the provisions
thereof relating to grants for construc-
tion of educational television or radio
broadcasting facilities and the provisions
relating to support of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting, pursuant to
House Resolution 526, he reported the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-

tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY
MR. BROWN, OF OHIO

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am, in its pres-
ent form, Mr. Speaker..

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. BsowN of Ohio moves to recommit the

bill, H.R. 7737, to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce with instruc-
tions to report the same back forthwith with
the following amendment: On page 2, line
22, delete the words "the sum of $20,000,000"
and substitute therefor the words "the sum
of $10,000,000".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. BROWN of
Ohio), there were-ayes 35, noes 38.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were-yeas 131, nays 190, not voting 110,
as follows:

Abernethy
Adair
Anderson, nI.
Andrews, Ala.
Arends
Ashbrook
Ayres
Beall, Md.
Bennett
Betts
Brinkley
Brock
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clawson, Del
Colmer
Coughlin
Cowger
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Wis.
Dennis
Derwinski
Dowdy
Downing
Duncan
Erlenborn
Findley
Fisher
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain

Adams
Albert
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspinall
Barrett
Biester
Bingham
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brasco
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif.
Button
Byrne, Pa.

[Roll No. 214]
YEAS--13 1

Frey
Goodling
Gross
Gubser
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hammer-

schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Henderson
Hogan
Hosmer
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
King
Kleppe
Kyl
Landgrebe
Langen
Latta
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, La.
LuJan
McClure
McEwen
McMlllan
MacGregor
Mailliard
Marsh
Martin
Mathias
Mayne
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Minshall
Mizell

NAYS-190
Carter
Casey
Celler
Clark
Clay
Cleveland
Cohelan
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cramer
Culver
Cunningham
Daniels, NJ.
Davis, Ga.
de ]a Garza
Dickinson
Donohue
Dorn
Dulski
Dwyer
Eckhardt

Montgomery
Morton
Myers
Nelsen
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman
Pettis
Poage
Poff
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Reid, Ill.
Roblson
Roth
Roudebush
Ruth
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scherle
Schwengel
Scott
Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Springer
Stanton
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stuckey
Talcott
Taylor
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Utt
Waggonner
Wampler
Williams
Wold
Wyatt
Wylie
Zion

Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Pallon
Farbstein
Feighan
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Fraser
Prelinghuysen
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Gallflanakis
Gallagher
Garmatz

Gaydos McFall Rodino
Gettys Macdonald, Rogers, Colo.
Giaimo Mass. Rooney, Pa.
Gibbons Madden Roybal
Gilbert Mahon Ruppe
Gonzalez Mann Ryan
Gray Matsunaga Sandman
Green, Oreg. Meeds Satterfield
Green, Pa. Melcher Scheuer
Griffiths Meskill Schneebeli
Grover Mikva Shipley
Gude Minish Sisk
Hamilton Mink Skubitz

·Hanley Mollohan Slack
Harrington Monagan Smith, Iowa
Hastings Morgan Staggers
Hathaway Morse Steed
Hawkins Mosher Stokes
Hebert Moss Stratton
Hechler, W. Va. Murphy, Ill. Stubblefield
Heckler, Mass. Murphy, N.Y. Sullivan
Helstoski Natcher Tiernan
Hicks Nedzi Udall
Horton Nix Ullman
Jacobs Obey Van Deerlin
Jarman O'Hara Vander Jagt
Johnson, Pa. Olsen Vanik
Jones, Ala. O'Neill, Mass. Vigorito
Jones, Tenn. Ottlnger Waldie
Kastenmeier Patman Watts
Xazen Patten Weicker
Kee Perkins Whalley
Keith Philbin White
Koch Pickle Wyman
Kyros Pike Yates
Landrum Pollock Yatron
Long, Md. Preyer, N.C. Young
McCarthy Price, Ill. Zablocki
McClory Pryor, Ark. Zwach
McCloskey Pucinski
McDade Reid, N.Y.
McDonald, Reuss

Mich. Riegle

NOT VOTING--110
Abbitt Edwards, Ala. Price, Tex.
Addabbo Evins, Tenn. Railsback
Alexander Fascell Rees
Anderson, Ford, Reifel

Tenn. William D. Rhodes
Baring Foreman Rivers
Belcher Goldwater Roberts
Bell, Calif. Griffin Rogers, Fla.
Berry Halpern Rooney, N.Y.
Bevill Hanna Rosenthal
Biaggi Hansen, Wash. Rostenkowski
Blackburn Harvey St Germain
Blatnik Hays St. Onge
Bow Hollfeld Sebellus
Brademas Howard Shriver
Bray Johnson, Calif. Sikes
Brooks Karth Stafford
Broomfield Kirwan Stephens
Burton, Utah Kluczynski Symington
Bush Kuykendall Taft
Cahill Leggett Teague, Calif.
Carey Lipscomb Teague, Tex.
Chisholm Lowenstein Thompson, N.J.
Clancy Lukens Tunney
Clausen, McCulloch Watkins

Don H. McKneally Watson
Collier May Whalen
Collins Miller, Calif. Whitehurst
Corbett Mills Whitten
Daddario Mize Widnall
Dawson Moorhead Wiggins
Delaney Nichols Wilson, Bob
Dellenback O'Konski Wilson,
Denney Pelly Charles H.
Dent Pepper Winn
Devine Pirnie Wolff
Diggs Podell Wright
Dingell Powell Wydler

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hays With Mr. Rhodes.
Mr. Brooks with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr. Thomnpson of New Jersey with Mr. Wid-

nall.
Mr. Daddario with Mr. Stafford.
Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Corbett.
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Oarey with Mr. Cahill.
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Bow.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Lipsoomb.
Mr. Miller of California with Mrs. May.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Pirnie.
Mr. Wolff with Mr. Taft.
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Reifel.
Mr. Devine with Mr. Watkins.
Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Wydler.
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Mr. Sikes with Mr. Pelly.
Mr. Fascell with Mr. Mize.
Mn. Kirwan with Mr. McKneally.
Mr. Howard with Mr. McCulloch.
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Denney.
Mr. Rivers with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.
Mr. Kluezynski with Mr. Harvey.
Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Bray.
Mr. Bevill with Mr. Berry.
Mr. Brademas with Mr. Shriver.
Mr. Moorhead with Mr. Teague of Cali-

fornia.
Mr. Rogers of Florida with Mr. Collier.
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Belcher.
Mr. Mills with Mr, -Watson.
Mr. Dent with Mr. Whalen.
Mr. Griffin with Mr. Railsback.
Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Lukens.
Mr. Dingell with AMr. Kuykendall.
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Burton of Utah.
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Clancy.
Mr. Podell with Mr. Halpern.
Mr. Whitten, with Mr. Don H. Clausen.
Mr. Blatnik, with Mr. Dellenback.
Mr. Alexander, with Mr. Collins.
Mr. Nichols, with Mr. Foreman.
Mr. Wright, with Mr. Bush.
Mr. Abbitt, with Mr. Blackburn.
Mr. Baring, with Mr. Price of Texas.
Mr. Stephens, with Mr. O'Konski.
Mr. Tunney, with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee, with Mr.

Whitehurst.
Mr. Johnson of California, with Mr.

Wiggins.
Mr. Leggett, with Mr. Sebelius.
Mr. Roberts, with Mr. Winn.
Mr. Rees, with Mr. Dawson,
Mr. Hanna, with Mr. Powell.
Mr. Lowenstein, with Mr. Diggs.
Mrs. Hansen of Washington, with Mrs.

Chisholm.
Mr. Karth, with Mr. Symington.
Mr. Rosenthal, with Mr. Bell of California.

Mr. COUGHLIN and Mr. HAGAN
changed their votes from "nay" to "yea."

Mr. STOKES changed his vote from
"yea" to "nay."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-

tion is on the passage of the bill.
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, on that

I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The question was taken; and there

were-yeas 279, nays 21, answered "pres-
ent" 1, not voting 130, as follow:

[Roll No. 215]

Adair
Adams
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspinall
Ayres
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Bennett
Biester
Bingham
Blanton
Boland
Bolling
Brasco
Brinkley
Brock
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.

YEAS-279

Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif.
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Camp
Carter
Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clark
Clay
Cleveland
Cohelan
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Cramer
Culver
Cunningham
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Dennis
Dickinson

Donohue
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Each
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fallon
Farbstein
Feighan
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
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Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hebert
Hechler, W. Va
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hogan
Horton
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Kee
Keith
King
Kleppe
Koch
Kyl
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Langen
Latta
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
McCarthy

Abernethy
Betts
Brown, Ohio
Burleson, Tex.
Caffery
Clawson, Del
Colmer

McClory
McCloskey
McClure
McDade
McDonald,

Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McMillan
Macdonald,

Mass.
MacGregor
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Marsh
Martin
Mathias
Matsunaga
Mayne
Melcher
Meskill
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Minish
Mink
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Morse
Morton
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
Olsen
O'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Patman
Fatten
Perkins
Pettis
Philbin
Pickle
Pike
Poff
Pollock
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Ill.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie

NAYS-21

Davis, Wis.
Derwinski
Flynt
Gross
Hagan
Hall
O'Neal, Ga.

Qulllen
Randall
Reid, Ill.
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Riegle
Robison
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roth
Roudebush
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scheuer
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Springer
Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Wampler
Watts
Weicker
Whalley
White
Williams
Wold
Wyatt
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young
Zablocki
Zwach

Passman
Poage
Rarick
Satterfield
Scherle
Scott
Utt

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1

Abbitt
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,

Tenn.
Ashbrook
Baring
Belcher
Bell, Calif.
Berry
Bevill
Biaggi
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Bow
Brademas
Bray
Brooks
Broomfield
Burton, Utah
Bush
Cahill
Carey
Celler
Chisholm
Clancy

NOT VOTING-130

Clausen, Ha
Don H. Ha

Collier Ha
Collins Ha
Corbett Ho
Cowger Ho
Daddario Ho
Dawson Jol
Delaney Jol
Dellenback Ka
Denney Kil
Dent K1
Devine Ku
Diggs Lei
Dingell Lil
Edwards, Ala. Lo:
Evins, Tenn. Lo,
Fascell Lu
Ford, Gerald R. Mc
Ford, Mc

William D. Ma
Foreman Me
Gibbons Mi
Gilbert Mil
Goldwater Mil
Griffin Mi:
Griffiths Mc
Halpern Ni4

nna
nsen, Wash.
rvey
ys
lifield
smer
ward
anson, Calif.
nes, Tenn.
rth
rwan
uczynski
iykendall
ggett
)scomb
ng, La.
wenstein
akens
cCulloch
oKneally
.y
aeds

lier, Calif.
Ils
nshall

Forhead
chols

O'Konski
Pelly
Pepper
Pirnie
Podell
Powell
Price, Tex.
Railsback
Rees
Reifel
Rhodes
Rivers
Roberts
Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rostenkowski
Roybal
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St Germain Watkins
St. Onge Watson
Sebelius Whalen
Shipley Whitehurst
Shriver Whitten
Sikes Widnall
Smith, N.Y. Wiggins
Snyder Wilson, Bob
Stafford , Wilson.
Stephens Charles H.
Symington Winn
Teague, Calif. Wolff
Teague, Tex. Wright
Thompson, N.J. Wydler
Tunney Wylie
Vander Jagt Zion
Waggonner

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Watkins for, with Mr. Devine against.

Until further notice:
Mr. Hays with Mr. Rhodes.
Mr. Brooks with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.

Widnall.
Mr. Boggs with Mr. Stafford.
Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Corbett.
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Carey with Mr. Cahill.
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Bow.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Lipscomb.
Mr. Miller of California with Mrs. May.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Pirnie.
Mr. Wolff with Mr. Hosmer.
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Reifel.
Mr. Albert with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.
Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Wydler.
Mr. Sikes with Mr. Pelly.
Mr. Fascell wlth~ir. Mize.
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. KcKneally.
Mr. Howard with Mr. McCulloch.
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Denney.
Mr. Rivers with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Harvey.
Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Bray.
Mr. Bevill with Mr. Berry.
Mr. Brademas with Mr. Shriver.
Mr. Moorhead with Mr. Teague of Cali-

fornia.
Mr. Rogers of Florida with Mr. Collier.
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Belcher.
Mr. Mills with Mr. Watson.
Mr. Dent with Mr. Whalen.
Mr. Griffin with Mr. Railsback.
Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Lukens.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Kuykendall.
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Burton of Utah.
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Clancy.
Mr. Podell with Mr. Halpern.
Mr. Whitten with Mr. Don H. Clausen.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Dellenback.
Mr. Alexander with Mr. Collins.
Mr. Nichols with Mr. Foreman.
Mr. Wright with Mr. Bush.
Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Blackburn.
Mr. Baring with Mr. Price of Texas.
Mr. Stephens with Mr. O'Konski.
Mr. Tunney with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. White-

hurst.
Mr. Johnson of California with Mr. Wig-

gins.
Mr. Leggett with Mr. Sebelius.
Mr. Roberts with Mr. Winn.
Mr. Rees with Mr. Dawson.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Powell.
Mr. Lowenstein with Mr. Diggs.
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mrs.

Chisholm.
Mr. Karth with Mr. Symington.
Mr. Gilbert with Mr. Bell of California.
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Ashbrook.
Mr. Shipley with Mr. Minshall.
Mr. Celler with Mr. Smitll of New York.
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Cowger.
Mr. Meeds with Mr. Vander Jagt.
Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Zion.
Mr. Daddario with Mr. Snyder.
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Wylie.
Mr. Roybal with Mr. Long of Louisiana,
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the provisions of House Resolution
526, the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce is discharged from
the further consideration of the bill S.
1242.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Motion offered by Mr. STAGGEaS: Strike all

after the enacting clause of the bill S. 1242
and insert in lieu thereof the provisions of
H.R. 7737, as passed, as follows:

"That this Act may be cited as the 'Edu-
cational Television and Radio Amendments
of 1969'.

"THREE-YEAR AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC
BROADCASTING FACILITIES

"SEC. 2. (a) Section 391 of the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 391) Is
amended by inserting after the second sen-
tence the following new sentence: 'There are
also authorized to be appropriated for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and for
each of the two succeeding fiscal years,
$15,000,000 per fiscal year.'

"(b) The last sentence of such section is
amended by striking out 'July 1, 1971' and
inserting in lieu thereof 'July 1, 1974'.

"ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF FINANCING OF
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

"SEC. 3. (a) Paragraph (1) of subsection
(k) of section 396 of the Communications
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 396) is amended by
inserting ', and for the next fiscal year the
sum of $20,000,000' after '$9,000,000'.

"(b) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is
amended by inserting 'or the next fiscal
year' after 'June 30, 1969,'."

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

The motion was agreed to.
The Senate bill was ordered to be read

a third time, was read the third time
and passed, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 7737) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
OCTOBER 13, 1969

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet on Mon-
day next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of. the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT
Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that the business in order
under the Calendar Wednesday rule may
be dispensed with on Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4148, TO AMEND THE FEDERAL
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT
Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 4148)
to amend the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, as amended, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments, and agree to the conference asked
by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Alabama? The Chair hears
none, and, without objection, appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. BLATNIK,
JONES of Alabama, WRIGHT, FALLON,
CRAMER, HARSHA, and GROVER.

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR WEEK
OF OCTOBER 13

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I
take this time for the purpose of asking
the distinguished majority leader the
program for the remainder of this week
and the schedule for next week.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
distinguished majority leader.

Mr. ALBERT. I appreciate the indul-
gence of the Chair, because we have other
matters to take care of immediately.

There is no further program for today.
Monday is District Day, but there are

no District bills. Monday is also Colum-
bus Day, and we will not program any
legislative business on Monday.

For Tuesday and the balance of the
week:

H.R. 13000, Federal Salary Compara-
bility Act of 1969, with an open rule and
2 hours of debate.

H.R. 14127, to carry out the recom-
mendations of the Joint Commission on
the Coinage, with an open rule, 2 hours
of debate.

H.R. 4293, Export Control Act exten-
sion, with an open rule .and 1 hour of
debate.

This announcement is made subject to
the usual reservation that conference re-
ports may be brought up at any time and
any further program may be announced
later, and I would say to the Members
that we can certainly expect some con-
ference reports during the course of next
week.

I thank the gentleman.
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,

I thank the gentleman and I yield back
the balance of my time.

SECOND ANNUAL REPORT OF NA-
TIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
ON ADULT BASIC EDUCATION-
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 91-176)
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before

the House the following message from
the President of the United States:

To the Congress of the United States:
I transmit herewith the Second An-

nual Report of the National Advisory
Committee on Adult Basic Education.

Adult basic education plays a vital role
in making our democratic society viable
and rewarding to all its members. Teach-
ing the adult to read, write, and speak
well leads to expanded job opportunities,
enhanced self-esteem, a better home en-
vironment for school children and in-
creased civic responsibility.

To help meet the needs for adult basic
education, the National Advisory Com-
mittee has been reviewing the adminis-
tration and effectiveness of the Adult
Basic Education Program in the Office
of Eduction and fifteen other federally
supported programs which have adult
basic education components. The Report
describes this review and makes several
recommendations concerning the Fed-
eral effort to serve the education needs of
the more than 20 million adult Ameri-
cans who have less than an eighth-grade
education.

I have asked the Council for Urban Af-
fairs, which has a special committee on
education, to review these and other
recommendations of the National Ad-
visory Committee carefully, and to seek
ways to Improve the performance and co-
ordination of all Federal adult basic
eduction programs.

RICHARD NrIXON.
THE WRITE HOUSE, October 9, 1969.
The message, together with the ac-

companying papers, was, without objec-
tion, referred by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. BOLLING), to the Committee
on Education and Labor and ordered to
be printed.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT OF CO-
SPONSORS OF HOUSE JOINT RES-
OLUTION 927 PROVIDING FOR
FUNDING OF HEALTH, EDUCA-
TION, AND WELFARE
Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to

correct an error in the sponsorship of
House Joint Resolution 927 which pro-
vided for the funding of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare under a continuing
resolution at the House-passed levels.
The name of the Honorable MICHAEL J.
KiRWAN, of Ohio, appears as a cosponsor
of this resolution. I have been informed
that Mr. KIRWAN'S name was Incorrectly
added to the list of cosponsors and I ask
unanimous consent that the RECORD
stand corrected.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman's statement will appear in the
RECORD. There is no way of correcting
the resolution.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.

Speaker, on rollcall No. 212 I was unable
to be present due to a speaking engage-
ment at the Brookings Institute.

Had I been present, I would have voted
"no" on the motion to table the motion
of the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. CONTE) to instruct the agriculture
appropriation conferees.

DOMESTIC FINANCE SUBCOMMIT-
TEE TO CONSIDER FIELD HEAR-
INGS ON THE STATE OF THE
ECONOMY

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is es-
sential that the Congress keep in touch
with the grassroots thinking of America.

Your Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency has received many hundreds of
letters from consumers, homebuilders,
small businessmen, and others concern-
ing their economic problems. As chair-
man of the Committee on Banking and
Currency, in answering these letters, I
have indicated that if the demand is
sufficient, the committee would make it
possible for these local grassroots peo-
ple to present their views tothe com-
mittee in their own or nearby cities and
towns. With this thought in mind, I have
called for a meeting of the Domestic
Finance Subcommittee on October 23 to
discuss this mnatter and, as indicated, if
the demand exists, to plan for a tour
which will possibly include many areas
of the Nation.

It will be our intention, Mr. Speaker,
to listen to the views of the people on
the key economic questions that are
under the jurisdiction of the House Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, ques-
tions involving such issues as high in-
terest rates which fuel inflation, tight
money, consumer prices, home construc-
tion and home mortgage credit, and
like subjects. As we all know, most peo-
ple find it difficult-if not impossible-
to come to Washington to present their
views to the Congress. As a result, we
too often get, only the so-called experts'
opinion on these issues. And the ideas of
these experts do not always coincide
with those of the people.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the demand for
these field trips is self-evident. In my
opinion, these field trips will demonstrate
that the Congress wants the views of
the people. At the same time, it will
enable the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee to view some of the serious eco-
nomic problems firsthand and to collect
information that is essential to the com-
mittee's legislative jurisdiction and re-
sponsibility. The concern of the people
about high interest rates, inflation and
other issues is real and it is vital that
the Congress do everything possible to

'come up with solutions to these severe
problems.

It would-be my intention, based on
additional requests from the field, to con-
duct this field trip as soon as possible.
Every attempt will be made, of course, to
spread these hearings geographically so
that the maximum number of people may
participate and express their various
views.

FAILURE OF THE NIXON ADMINIS-
TRATION TO GIVE FAVORABLE
ATTENTION TO PENDING LEGIS-
LATIVE PROPOSALS
(Mr. HELSTOSKI asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have
had the high honor and privilege of serv-
ing on the Committee of Veterans' Af-
fairs since coming to the Congress in
1965. Congress has a most distinguished
and commendable record of bipartisan-
ship in considering legislation affecting
America's veterans and their depend-
ents. I am absolutely certain that this
excellent spirit of bipartisanship on vet-
terans affairs will continue in the Con-
gress.

However, Mr. Speaker, I am becoming
increasingly concerned and alarmed over
the failure of the Nixon administration
to give favorable attention to many
pending legislative proposals which have
been introduced in the 91st Congress.

During the first 9 months of its life,
the Nixon administration has opposed,
reduced, or asked delay in passage of al-
most every meaningful bill on veterans
matters which the House or Senate has
brought to the floor for consideration.
At his vacation retreat in San Clemente,
Calif., on June 5, 1969, in his first public
pronouncement on veterans affairs,
President Nixon said:

veterans' benefit programs have become
more than a recognition for services per-
formed in the past, they have become an in-
vestment in the future of the veteran and
his country.

Then the President announced the ap-
pointment of a study committee heavily
weighted with social planners who tra-
ditionally have favored dismembering
VA and switching administration of vet-
erans health and education matters to
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

WHO IS RUNNING THE VA?

Appointments to the study committee
raised the question in the minds of those
knowledgeable in veterans affairs of
"Who is going to run the VA?" was it to
be HEW Secretary, Robert Finch, Mr.
Patrick Moynihan of the White House
domestic affairs staff, the Bureau of the
Budget, or the Administrator of Vet-
erans' Affairs?

In offering advice to newly appointed
VA Administrator Don Johnson when
Johnson recommended that Congress de-
fer action on a bill to raise compensa-
tion or widows and orphans, Senator
HERMAN TALMADGE, chairman of the Sen-
ate Subcommitte on Veterans Legis-
lation said:

There is a saying around town that if you
want to kill a bill, study it to death.

TALK-NO ACTION

The contrast in what administration
spokesmen and the President say and
what they do, grows sharper with their
every position on pending legislation.
They express concern over the problems
of returning Vietnam servicemen using
the GI educational entitlement--on
June 5, 1969, Mr. Nixon said he was
shocked-but just prior to the House
passing an increase in educational bene-
fits-the one sure economic attraction to
get more veterans in school-the Nixon
administration on June 23, 1969, im-
plored the Congress to "defer considera-
tion."

VIETNAM VETS LOSING ALMOST $1 MILLION

DAILY IN EDUCATION BENETITS

Meanwhile, Vietnam veterans in
school, struggling to meet inflated edu-
cation and cost-of-living costs are losing
almost $1 million per day in benefits.

A recent Wall Street Journal article
highlighted the issue in quoting two vet-
erans among many they surveyed.
Harry Arrington, a 37-year-old Navy vet-
eran, who left service last year and needs
two or three semesters to earn a college
degree put it this way:

I'd find it virtually impossible to use now-
it's something I've always wanted, but I
can't make the sacrifice now. I couldn't even
pay my tuition on that amount of money.

Another 22-year-old Vietnam veteran,
Kenneth Walker, with a 10th grade edu-
cation said:

You can't get nothing without a high
school education, but first off I have to get
me some money. Right now I couldn't afford
to (attend school under the GI bill.)
WHAT ABOUT HELP FOR THE "DISADVANTAGED"

VETERAN?

There has been much dialog in the
new administration about training the
disadvantaged veteran and in seeking
them out to bring them into veterans'
programs. Yet, when the Congress, at
Mr. Nixon's request, removed the per-
sonnel ceilings on government agencies
and departments which Mr. Nixon as-
serted were "unworkable," he immedi-
ately had the Bureau of the Budget in-
voke new ceilings. As a result the VA lost
634 more positions over and above the
3,586 jobs they lost when the Nixon
administration sent its revised April
budget to the Congress. Three hundred
and seventy-eight of the lost positions
were scheduled for assignment to over-
worked VA contact and allied staffs
which handle education and other vet-
erans' claims. On April 1, 1969, when
the rew administration was recommend-
ing VA reduce its staff for claims proc-
essing, almost 600,000 pending actions
and inquiries were backlogged in VA re-
gional offices.

While these backlogs were accumulat-
ing, the workload of all facets of the
VA's Department of Veterans' Benefits
continued to grow as more and more
servicemen poured out of service at the
rate of 75,000 per month.

The increased workload in each di-
vision responsible for administering vet-
erans' benefits is shown by these fig-
ures:
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